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ABSTRACT 
Collegiate undergradatues are prone to high levels of deviant behavior during their leisure 
time. This population, known as emerging adults, have ample free time compared to other 
developmental groups and often spend this time in leisure pursuits deemed inappropriate or 
“deviant” by some elements of society. The present study utilized Self-Discrepancy Theory to 
determine if this framework was predictive of college students’ deviant leisure participation, a 
desire to make changes to the amount of time spent in deviant leisure, and the affective results of 
engaging in deviant leisure. This theory posits that perceived differences between one’s actual 
self-image and desired self-image, as well as differences between actual self-image and the 
expections of others, will result in negative affect. In addition, the study assessed personal 
approval of deviant leisure, as well as perceptions of others’ approval of deviant leisure to 
determine if attitudes towards these behaviors predicted participation. 
Results indicated that Self-Discrepancy Theory did not predict participation in deviant 
leisure or a desire to alter deviant leisure behaviors. This theory did predict the resulting negative 
affect, but this finding was limited to discrepancies between actual self-image and desired self-
image. Perceived discrepancies beween actual self-image and the expectations of others did not 
predict affect. However, personal attitudes towards deviant leisure, as well as the attitudes of 
close friends, were both highly predictive of participation in these behaviors. 
While Self-Discrepancy Theory was largely not predictive of the deviant leisure pursuits 
of collegiate undergraduates, the results indicated that these behaviors were a significant 
component of the behaviors of this population. While some of these behaviors are unhealthy, 
many contain no intrinsic harm to the individual, yet the attached stigma results in lowered 
enjoyment. Further research should examine the positive outcomes that accompany these 
behaviors in an attempt to further understand the motivations for engaging in deviant leisure. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
The study of deviance in Western society has a long, and in some ways, convoluted 
history. For many centuries, while other areas of study were receiving ample attention, pursuing 
this topic from an academic standpoint was made more difficult by a strong stigma against 
broaching the subject. This tendency was somewhat ironic given that phenomena such as stigma 
and social norms are fundamental aspects of deviance itself. While the exact meaning of 
“stigma” is highly debated (Link & Phelan, 2001), many scholars still refer to the classic 
definition provided by Goffman (1963) which states that stigma is an attribute which reduces an 
individual “from a whole and usual person to a tainted, discounted one” (p. 3). Further 
definitions state that stigma “is a characteristic of persons that is contrary to a norm of a social 
unit” (Stafford & Scott, 1986, p. 80). Within this definition, a “norm” is defined as a “shared 
belief that a person ought to behave in a certain way at a certain time (Stafford & Scott, 1986, p. 
81). The violation of social norms will result in stigma and therefore lead to the label of 
“deviant” being placed upon the offending individual (Elliott, Ziegler, Altman, & Scott, 1990). 
For many years, even following the Enlightenment, the academic study of deviance was in itself 
highly stigmatized. Social norms were assumed to be part of the “natural order” of the world by 
having been handed down in a divine manner, often with the Bible or other holy book being seen 
as the ultimate arbiter of what was considered acceptable behavior. Any ideas questioning this 
ideology were seen as a form of deviance, and most scholars avoided the topic altogether. 
The work of Émile Durkheim broke away from this tradition, and thusly represented the 
genesis of “modern” deviancy scholarship. During the 1800s, Durkheim provided a major shift 
from this line of thought by positing that social norms were not created by the Almighty, but 
rather were a complex social creation of agreed upon behaviors. This notion that norms were 
socially created was revolutionary for the time, but has now come to be an almost universal 
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understanding within deviancy scholarship. Following this advancement, scholars from many 
different fields, most notably criminology, sociology, and psychology, began to examine 
deviance with greater freedom. While the plurality of perspectives has resulted in a 
corresponding wealth of knowledge, this variety has also led to an understanding of deviance 
that can be somewhat fragmented, especially among those who do not specifically study 
deviance. A great deal of confusion remains among many people regarding what and whom are 
considered to be deviant behaviors and individuals. 
In one classic study of deviance conducted by Simmons (1965), 180 people were asked 
about their perceptions of deviance and who specifically they defined as a deviant individual. 
They identified 252 different acts or persons as deviant including “homosexuals, prostitutes, 
alcoholics, drug addicts, perverts, beatniks, murderers, the mentally ill, communists, atheists, 
liars, Democrats, reckless drivers, self-pitiers, the retired, career women, divorcees, Christians, 
suburbanites, movie stars, perpetual bridge players, prudes, pacifists, psychiatrists, priests, 
liberals, conservatives, junior executives, girls who wear make-up, smart-aleck students, and 
know it all professors” (Thio, 1978, p. 3). Based on this extensive list, it appears that each and 
every one of us is at some point a “deviant” when viewed from another individual’s perspective. 
Within this example lies one of the essential difficulties of deviancy scholarship:  everyone has 
their own unique perspective concerning what and who is deviant and will subsequently apply 
that label to those whom they see fit. According to Simmons (1965) above research, virtually 
everyone will fit someone’s definition of deviance. Although we can come to some social 
consensus on the most extreme cases of deviance, large swaths of behaviors will be considered 
acceptable by some and unacceptable by others.  
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Perspectives on Deviance 
While the definitions of deviance are complex, the core of this phenomenon is well 
agreed upon. In their examination of the typology of deviance, Heckert and Heckert (2002) 
stated that “traditionally, deviance has been defined as behavior that violates the norms or that is 
negatively labeled and evaluated” (p. 450). Tittle and Paternoster (2000) defined deviance as 
violations of appearance norms and acceptable standards of behavior within a group. Best and 
Luckenbill (1982) agreed that deviance is a violation of social norms, but posited that a strong 
reaction is necessary to classify behaviors as deviant rather than merely non-conforming. While 
deviance is typically viewed in a negative manner, there are exceptions to this view. Certain 
individuals, such as movie stars and athletes, often exhibit non-normative behavior and are 
praised instead of chided for their actions (Lemert, 1951). However, the most widely used 
definitions of deviance, both in academia and in common perceptions, follow that of “negative 
deviance” which occurs when deviant behavior is met with judgment rather than praise (Heckert 
& Heckert, 2002). Based on previous work, it can be said that a deviant behavior will involve the 
violation of some commonly held social norm within a specific group, and that the violation of 
this norm will be viewed negatively by an individual or group of individuals with some sort of 
resulting stigma and/or social sanctions. While instances of positive deviance are certainly 
possible, the present work will utilize the traditional definitions of deviance and focus on 
behaviors that are seen as negative deviance. 
While the definition of deviance can seem straightforward, examples from the list 
provided by Simmons (1965) indicate that a great deal of confusion still exists regarding what 
behaviors are considered deviant, and therefore who in society may be considered to be a deviant 
individual. Much of this disagreement is rooted in the wide disparity that exists in both academic 
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and popular conceptions regarding the nature of social norms. In his typology of norms, Interis 
(2011) stated that there are  
vast differences in how authors define a norm, differentiate types of norms, and 
model norms. The many conceptualizations indicate, perhaps, that there is no 
standard way of thinking about norms and that approaches to conceptualizing 
norms are ad hoc. To a certain extent, this must remain the case as norms are 
important as technical constructs in many academic fields and across many 
professions, and furthermore the idea of a norm is readily familiar to the 
common person, making complete consensus all but impossible.                              
(p. 425) 
 
Given this confusion, it is not surprising that perceptions of deviant individuals are very 
disparate. In an attempt to formulate a comprehensive definition, Interis (2011) stated that a 
norm is “a voluntary behavior that is prevalent within a given reference group” (p. 425). By 
specifically stating that following a norm is “voluntary,” Interis is careful to indicate that an 
individual always retains some level of choice over their behavior. Incidents involving actual 
force or coercion to control someone’s behavior do not qualify as a norm. Yet despite this 
freedom of choice, the influence of social norms over behavior can be extremely powerful. When 
an individual aligns their actions with perceived social norms, their behavior exhibits conformity.  
Previous research has defined conformity as “the act of changing one’s behavior to match 
the responses of others” (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004, p. 606). Western culture often praises 
characteristics such as individualism and uniqueness, and reasonable arguments have been made 
that American culture can be far more permissive of non-conforming behaviors than other 
cultures (Kim & Markus, 1999). However, research has indicated that social norms have a strong 
influence over behaviors even in our professed individualistic culture. The seminal works of 
Asch (1951) and Milgram (1974) provide evidence of this tendency. Since these influential 
papers were published, a substantial amount of research has supported these results and 
concluded that much of human behavior is guided by social norms and behavioral expectations 
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(e.g. Aronson, Wilson, & Akert, 2002; Cialdini & Trost, 1998; Cialdini, Kallgren, & Reno, 1991; 
Gilbert, 1995; Stiff, 1994). Evidence has indicated that social norms serve a powerful role in 
society. They motivate individuals to exhibit conforming behaviors in order to maintain group 
positivity, ensure high levels of group cohesion, protect a certain self-image for the group, and 
maintain a distinct group identity (Jetten & Hornsey, 2014). These factors influence individuals 
to align their behavior with other group members in order to gain acceptance and protect group 
sensibilities.  
In the study of deviance, many academic fields abound including psychology, sociology, 
and criminology (Thio & Calhoun, 2001), and each of these areas brings their own unique 
perspective. While these researchers studied deviance from different perspectives, one common 
goal that was present in much of their work was a greater understanding of the role of cultural 
groups in defining behavioral norms, and therefore what is considered to be deviant. Much of the 
previous research had viewed cultures, and by extension social norms, from a monolithic 
perspective, however more recent research framed deviance from the perspective of subculture 
(Williams & Walker, 2006). Subcultures are defined as existing within a larger culture and, to a 
certain extent, subject to the norms and power hierarchies of the broader culture. Subcultures are 
often able to exercise a great deal of agency and autonomy in creating their own set of cultural 
norms which may, in many cases, be in conflict with the norms of the larger culture. Each 
individual must act within a larger culture and also multiple subcultures, yet their own values can 
be in opposition to one or more of these sets of cultural norms. These potential differences create 
interesting conceptual questions:  Do individuals perceive themselves as behaving in a “deviant” 
activity if their behavior is in line with their own internalized values and norms, or with those of 
a particular subculture, but can be seen as deviant by the broader culture?  Will individuals 
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choose to associate with others who have similar norms and values regarding deviant leisure?  
While the individual is undoubtedly behaving deviantly according to the perspective of many 
others, it is possible or even likely that individuals do not perceive themselves as acting deviantly 
based on the norms of the social reference group with which they most strongly identify. While 
many different perspectives on deviance exist, the present study will ascertain which behaviors 
are perceived as deviant by the undergraduate cohort that is being studied. However, the study 
will also include behaviors that these undergraduates believe other referent groups find deviant 
as well, in this case their parents, their close friends, and other students at their university. In 
addition, the behaviors will be restricted to deviant acts that are also considered to be leisure 
behaviors.  
Deviant Leisure 
While fields such as sociology, psychology, and criminology have embraced the study of 
deviance for many years, recreation and leisure has largely avoided studying deviance in leisure 
behavior until recently (Shinew & Parry, 2005). Leisure has traditionally been viewed as a 
phenomenon that exists in harmony with social norms (Kaplan, 1960), and this perspective 
influenced scholars who studied leisure to shy away from examining deviancy within leisure 
behavior. While this reticence lasted for several decades and led leisure studies to lag behind 
other disciplines in their study of this phenomenon, newer generations of scholars have begun to 
conduct deviancy research within leisure behavior (e.g. Bowen & Daniels, 2005; Boylstein & 
Maggard, 2013; Drozda, 2006; Newmahr, 2010; Spracklen, 2013; Williams, 2008). This recent 
empirical attention is important because some characteristics of leisure may lend themselves well 
to deviant behavior. Perceived freedom has been theorized as one of the necessary components 
of an experience in order to classify it as leisure (Iso-Ahola, 1979). This conclusion is supported 
by research in workplace management which notes that the pressures of nondiscretionary time 
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will typically motivate individuals to exhibit higher levels of conformity (Hewlin, 2003). The 
very fact that time in one’s work setting is considered “nondiscretionary” definitionally indicates 
that individuals have less choice regarding their behaviors. However, it is within leisure time that 
individuals experience maximum freedom. Therefore, it should be within leisure time that 
individuals feel the most free to behave in a deviant manner should they desire to do so. While 
nobody will ever escape the presence of behavioral norms, it is within leisure that individuals 
theoretically should have the most freedom to defy social norms. In some cases, the extent to 
which deviant leisure is frowned upon is unclear. In their classification of deviant leisure, 
Williams and Walker (2006) differentiated between what he refers to as “tolerable” and 
“intolerable” deviant leisure. Within this system, tolerable deviance consists of behaviors that 
many find objectionable, however significant numbers of individuals will consider them to be 
relatively acceptable. Intolerable deviance ocurrs when the large majority of people within 
society are in agreement that the behavior is unacceptable.  
While leisure may present an arena where an individual experiences greater freedom to 
engage in deviant behavior, the consequences of the stigma associated with deviance may hinder 
some of the benefits of the experience. One of the components of leisure that is the most agreed 
upon is the positive affect that an individual enjoys as a result of the behavior (Mannell, 1980). 
However, these emotions may be compromised as a result of the judgment that accompanies 
deviance. Previous research has indicated that experiencing stigma following a deviant behavior 
is strongly linked with negative affect (Agnew, 1992). This juxtaposition may create a 
conundrum. If leisure is a result of perceived freedom of choice, but freely chosen behaviors 
result in negative emotions, are these experiences still considered to be leisure by the individual?  
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While this question is somewhat rhetorical in nature, these issues are significant enough to 
understanding the theoretical foundations of leisure to warrant further inquiry.  
Justifications for the benefits of stigma towards deviant behavior are often rooted in 
arguments for public health or the somewhat nebulous concept of being “for the good of 
society.”  There are elements of truth in this perspective, however there are also elements of 
power and social control as well. While some deviant behaviors are undoubtedly harmful for 
both the individual exhibiting the behavior and society as a whole, not all deviant leisure 
activities can be framed as having intrinsic negative consequences that are a direct result of the 
activity itself and not simply the negative social consequences that accompany that particular 
behavior. Many leisure activities, while certainly opening an individual to pronounced social 
censure, are not inherently harmful to an individual in the same manner as other forms of leisure 
that can be harmful such as drug and alcohol abuse. Some evidence indicated that such leisure 
can provide significant positive benefits in an individual’s life. For example, in a study of the 
“vampire” subculture, Williams uncovered a vibrant group that was often assumed to be 
psychopathological and even criminal, yet in actuality was high in creativity and quite healthy 
(Williams, 2008). Individuals within this subculture were able to form a strong sense of 
community and received many positive psychological benefits despite the stigma and censure 
they received from other sectors in society. Yet despite these differences in intrinsic danger, 
deviance is often conceptualized as monolithic in nature with the key variable being social 
stigma, not the actual negative impacts outside of this stigma. These key differences led 
Williams to call for an expansion of research into deviant leisure with a concurrent rethinking of 
how this phenomenon is conceptualized (Williams, 2009). As with many forms of deviancy 
scholarship, research on leisure behavior viewed by many as deviant has largely framed 
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motivations for such participation as primarily psychopathological in nature (Conrad & 
Schneider, 1992). However, this type of motivation does not account for participation in most 
types of deviant leisure (Williams, 2009). Research on deviant leisure has usually been found in 
sociological analysis based on group behaviors rather than adopting a psychological analysis of 
the individual functioning within groups. Hence, an understanding of deviant behaviors that are 
freely chosen and occur within one’s leisure time have been limited in perspective and lacking 
exploration of individual motivations and perspectives. 
A Self-Discrepancy Explanation of Deviance 
Self-Discrepancy Theory (Higgins, 1987) is highly applicable as an established 
framework that emphasizes elements such as social norms, personal desires, and their resulting 
emotions. Higgins (1987) proposed that each individual is made up of three representations of 
the self:  the actual, ideal, and ought. The actual self is characterized by the attributes that an 
individual perceives that he/she currently possesses, the ideal self represents the attributes that 
the individual or someone else wishes they had, and the ought self is the attributes that oneself or 
others feel they should have because of social norms and obligations. According to Self-
Discrepancy Theory, when an individual feels that their actual self is not what is expected of 
them from either one or both of the ideal and ought selves, there will be a discrepancy between 
the selves and negative emotions will result. In addition to the representations of self, Higgins 
also proposed two “standpoints of the self” to identify where potentially negative evaluations 
originate. These are classified as either the individual’s own personal standpoint or the 
standpoint of one or more significant other individuals. The standpoints of the self-encapsulate 
the tension that can exist between an individual’s personal desires and the pressures that are 
applied from other individuals in the form of social norms to conform to a certain set of 
acceptable behaviors. As with the representations of the self, negative emotions will result when 
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there is discrepancy between the standpoints of the self. According to Self-Discrepancy Theory, 
if a person desires to exhibit a behavior and he/she does not feel the behavior will result in 
stigma from significant others there will be no internal conflict and the behavior will be 
performed. If however, the desired behavior does not conform to the expectations or wishes of 
others, the individual must decide whether they will prioritize their own personal desires and 
exhibit the behavior, or whether they will yield to the desires of others and suppress their own 
freedom of choice and not engage in the behavior. According to Self-Discrepancy Theory, both 
of these options will result in some form of negative affect.  
While Self Discrepancy has been widely used to study a range of topics including 
deviance. Previous research indicated that ideal vs. ought self-discrepancies were predictive of a 
greater desire to be distinctive (Hall, Blanton & Prentice, 2015). However, this theory has yet to 
be widely applied to the study of leisure. However, given the elements that are present within 
this theory, Self-Discrepancy Theory should serve as a useful paradigm for studying deviant 
leisure behaviors and addressing several research questions. For instance, can discrepancies 
between the selves serve as predictors of choosing to engage in or abstain from deviant leisure 
pursuits?  In addition, will deviant leisure behaviors lead to positive affect through a free 
expression of the actual self, or will negative emotions result from the stigma and social 
sanctions that typically result from deviant behavior? 
Deviant Leisure and the College Student Subculture 
Evidence exists that some subcultures are more prone to engage in deviant behaviors than 
others. While many different and unique deviant subcultures exist in contemporary society, 
college undergraduates have often been viewed as a deviant subculture. This may initially seem 
surprising since college attendance and graduation is seen as a highly desirable trait within our 
society and a gateway to higher income and social status later in life. Despite these social 
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positives ascribed to collegiate attendance, undergraduates often take on a deviant reputation 
perceived from outside their subculture (Hickson & Roebuck, 2009). Much of this reputation 
may derive from the unique circumstances in which college students find themselves. Some 
human development theorists now argue that the collegiate age bracket should be placed into 
their own developmental stage known as “emerging adulthood” because of their common 
characteristics of high levels of discretionary time, low levels of responsibility, high levels of 
substance abuse, and few behavioral constraints (Arnett, 2000). College students are also still 
enmeshed within the stage of identity formation and are capable of continuing to experiment 
with various roles and experiences as a means of settling on an identity through their college 
years. Quite often, this identity experimentation can appear to take the form of deviancy, and it is 
a common characteristic of this developmental stage that higher amounts of this type of behavior 
occur compared to many other subcultures (Arnett, 2005). However, from the perspective of 
those who are within the undergraduate subculture, these types of discretionary activities are 
typically seen as the norm. Therefore the question arises, do students see themselves as behaving 
deviantly in their leisure, or is this merely a social judgment that is placed upon them from 
outside their own subculture?  In addition, will college students largely take their social cues 
from the subculture of their university in determining their ought selves, or will other subcultural 
groups take precedence?  In the collegiate undergraduate subculture, “deviant” leisure is a widely 
practiced form of behavior within discretionary time and could actually serve an important 
function for some individuals in the process of evolving their identity.  
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
The major goal of this study is to contribute to an understanding of how emerging adult 
college students perceive their deviant leisure behavior and how they come to the decision to 
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either engage in or abstain from engaging in the activity. The following research questions and 
hypotheses will guide the research: 
1) To what extent can Self-Discrepancy Theory predict whether college undergraduates will 
engage in or abstain from deviant leisure behavior? 
H1a: High participation in deviant leisure will be predicted by greater discrepancy 
between the actual self and the ideal self. 
 
H1b: High participation in deviant leisure will be predicted by greater discrepancy 
between the actual self and significant ought others. 
 
H1c: High participation in deviant leisure will be predicted by the interaction of 
the influence on participation of an ought other group and the discrepancy 
between an individual’s actual self and that ought other group. 
 
2) To what extent can Self-Discrepancy Theory predict whether college undergraduates 
exhibit a desire to change their amount of participation in deviant leisure behavior? 
H2a:  A greater desire to reduce participation in deviant leisure behavior will be predicted 
by higher discrepancy between their actual self and their ideal self.  
 
H2b:  A greater desire to reduce participation in deviant leisure will be predicted by higher 
discrepancy between their actual self and significant ought other groups. 
 
3) To what extent are positive affect and negative affect during leisure experiences predicted 
by the degree of discrepancy between the self-guides (actual self, ought other self, ideal 
self) from Self-Discrepancy Theory? 
H3a:  High positive affect will be predicted by a low discrepancy between the actual self 
and the ideal self.  
 
H3b:  High negative affect will be predicted by a high discrepancy between the actual self 
and the significant ought others. 
 
H3c:  High positive affect will be predicted by a low discrepancy between the actual self 
and the significant ought other groups. 
 
H3d:  High negative affect will be predicted by a high discrepancy between the actual self 
and the significant ought other groups. 
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H3e:  Low positive affect will be predicted by the interaction of a high discrepancy 
between the actual self and the ought other groups and a high influence on 
enjoyment. 
 
H3f: High negative affect will be predicted by the interaction of a high discrepancy 
between the actual self and the ought other groups and a high influence on 
enjoyment. 
4) To what extent do individuals who engage in leisure behaviors often seen as deviant also 
ascribe a deviant label to the activity? 
H4a:  High participation in deviant leisure will be predicted by high personal approval of 
deviant leisure behaviors. 
 
H4b:  High participation in deviant leisure will be predicted by high perceived approval of 
deviant leisure behaviors from significant ought others. 
 
Significance of the Study 
The aim of the present research is to examine the perceptions of collegiate undergraduate 
students regarding common leisure behaviors among their population that are often considered 
deviant. The study seeks to ascertain whether students agree that these behaviors are deviant or 
whether there are subcultural differences in perceptions about what types of leisure are 
acceptable. In addition, the research will determine if undergraduates participate in activities that 
they personally consider deviant to “fit in” with their cohort, or whether personal viewpoints are 
a good predictor of behavior. Along with these objectives, this study will also ascertain the 
extent to which Self-Discrepancy Theory is an explanatory and/or predictive framework for 
explaining participation in deviant leisure and the resulting affective response. It will test 
whether the assumed negative affect that is a part of the theory is also present in deviant leisure 
behavior or whether the greater perceived freedom that accompanies leisure acts as a moderating 
variable. In addition, the study will test the extent to which differing subcultures influence the 
deviant leisure participation of undergraduates. Throughout the course of this research, several 
potential outcomes will hopefully add to the existing literature in the study of deviant leisure. 
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Specifically, this study may resolve a seeming ambiguity in previous work. The research 
questions of this dissertation are largely informed by considering the theoretical discrepancy 
between the predicted negative emotions of stigma as a result of deviance (Higgins, 1987) and 
the predicted positive emotions of autonomously choosing desired leisure experiences (Iso-
Ahola, 1979). As established by Hall, Blanton & Prentice (2015), a desire to non-conform is 
predicted by self-discrepancies. According to Higgins’ theory, negative emotions should be the 
result of these discrepancies. The present work can ascertain whether the negative emtions from 
the self-discrepancies or the positive emotions from the perceived autonomy are more salient, or 
perhaps whether it is a more nuanced combination of the two.  
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Approaches to Research in Deviance 
The academic study of deviance began in earnest with the writings of Émile Durkheim 
(1895). Prior to Durkheim, scholarship in deviance was often conducted from either a religious 
or class-based perspective. Within these frameworks, deviance was largely conceptualized as 
absolutist in nature with acts being inherently deviant or non-deviant based on Biblical teachings 
or other similarly revered standards of conduct (Thio & Calhoun, 2001). Durkheim proposed that 
acts were never intrinsically deviant, but rather that societies created norms using both formal 
laws and unwritten rules for human behavior. For most scholars, Durkheim represented the 
genesis of true deviancy scholarship based on his recognition of the fluid nature of social norms. 
In his famous analysis of anomie, which he defined as the breakdown of an individual’s 
connection to society, Durkheim proposed that deviant acts were triggered when one felt 
separated or disenfranchised from existing social norms (Durkheim, 1987). Further, Durkheim 
proposed that deviance is a necessary part of a society, and therefore a normal occurrence. 
Within his book The Rules of Sociological Method (1895), Durkheim described how deviancy 
performs four important functions within a society. The first of these stated that deviance helps 
define what is considered to be proper social norms by creating a juxtaposition with what is not 
acceptable. Second, deviance helps to create commonly held morals to which individuals feel 
they should adhere. According to these first two functions, deviance ironically serves as the 
primary tool by which social norms are created. Third, deviance creates unity among groups by 
defining some individuals as deviant and therein creating a common “enemy” for others to stand 
in opposition. According to Durkheim, deviance does not foster breakdown for most individuals, 
instead it creates social cohesion through unified vilification of those who are seen as deviant. 
Finally, deviance can slowly redefine social norms by questioning whether they are right or 
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wrong. For example, while the Abolitionists during the Civil War era were seen as deviant and 
social pariahs during their time, the non-conforming behaviors they exhibited helped to slowly 
evolve American social norms away from the concept that slavery was an accepted social 
practice. While Durkheim’s last conclusion seems apparent today, the proposition that deviance 
could be a positive force was revolutionary for the time.  
While several of Durkheim’s ideas concerning deviance changed the trajectory of its 
scholarship, current deviancy research levels several critiques as well. Following his work, 
deviance, like much of social science study, was dominated by the positivist paradigm 
popularized by Durkheim. Within positivism, reality is an objective fact which can be measured 
through science (Guba, 1990). Many elements of the study of deviance and criminology retain 
elements of this positivist paradigm (Smith, 2008). Within this perspective, law can be seen as a 
formalized list of social norms (Weisberg, 2003), and therefore deviance is easily definable. 
Those who break the law are in violation of this codified list of social norms, and can therefore 
be defined as deviant. Within this model, deviance can be simplified to a dichotomous 
categorization, with an activity being either legal (non-deviant) or illegal (deviant) and therefore 
easy to classify. While this overly simplistic viewpoint has largely been abandoned by most 
scholars outside of criminology, positivism remains relevant within the study of deviance. 
Updates to Durkheim’s work, such as Robert Merton’s (1957) Strain Theory, introduce variables 
such as the discrepancy between culturally defined norms and an individual’s ability to access 
those norms, yet continue to focus on deviance from a positivist paradigm. Echoes of this 
perspective can still be seen with crime statistics serving as a key variable in deviancy research 
despite obvious problematic elements with this approach (Nolan, Haas, & Napier, 2011).  
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While the positivist approach to deviancy scholarship has not disappeared, the study of 
deviance experienced a definitional renaissance during the 1960s and 1970s which proposed a 
more nuanced conceptualization of the concept of deviance. It was during this era that many 
seminal works on deviance were written (Holstein, 2009) including Kai Erikson’s Notes on the 
Sociology of Deviance (1962), Kitsuse’s Societal Reaction to Deviant Behavior (1962), and 
Howard Becker’s Outsiders:  Studies in the Sociology of Deviance (1963). During this time, 
various constructionist approaches began to find their way into deviancy scholarship (Berger & 
Luckmann, 1966). Constructionism rejects the notion of an objective reality put forth by 
positivism and instead contends that reality is an individual and social construct with inherent 
subjectivity (Guba, 1990). Scholars adopting this perspective began to problematize the 
simplistic definition of deviance as disobedience to law and instead focused on the many 
different ways deviance and social norms can be defined. Prominent deviancy scholars began 
questioning the overuse of positivist methodologies in the study of deviancy (Kitsuse & 
Cicourel, 1963). Instead of only being defined as deviant if a law was broken, deviance became 
viewed as a status that could be placed upon an individual or group. Perhaps the most widely 
used definitional statement espousing this position (Holstein, 2009) came from Howard Becker 
(1963) who posited that deviance: 
is created by society . . . social groups create deviance by making rules whose 
infraction constitutes deviance and by applying those rules to particular people 
and labeling them as outsiders. From this point of view, deviance is not a quality 
of the act the person commits, but rather a consequence of the application by 
others of rules and sanctions to an “offender.”  The deviant is one to whom that 




With the adoption of this perspective, Becker (and others) began shifting the focus of deviance 
scholarship from a micro perspective, which only considers the individual performing the 
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deviant act, to one which focuses on the individual performing deviant behaviors within the 
context of a complex set of norms determined by the society in which one functions. This 
perspective emerged from the conclusions that behaviors were not as inherently deviant, and 
began to further examine society’s role in the creation of social norms.  
Becker’s work, along with a debt to the work of Edwin Lement, became the foundation 
for Labeling Theory. This theorybuilt upon the notion that behaviors are not inherently deviant, 
but rather that society identifies individuals who are not behaving “appropriately” and thusly 
assigns them a deviant label. This “deviant” label can be influential in several different ways. 
George Herbert Mead (1934) posited that individual’s self-image is not an internal construction, 
but instead is generated by social interactions and the perceptions of others towards an 
individual. Tannenbaum (1938) used Mead’s concept of self-image and found that upon 
receiving a deviant label, individuals would increase their participation in anti-social behaviors. 
In this manner, the label can become a “self-fulfilling prophecy” of deviant and anti-social 
behavior. While these early voices helped to shape Labeling Theory, perhaps no voice is as 
influential as Erving Goffman and his seminal work Stigma:  Notes on the Management of 
Spoiled Identity (1963). Goffman added several important concepts to this theory. Among these 
was the notion of the divided world. “Deviants” typically perceived that there are three spaces 
that can be occupied:  areas where their presence and behaviors are forbidden and even 
dangerous, areas where they are grudgingly tolerated, and spaces where their behaviors are 
acceptable and even encouraged. In this manner, Goffman contributed to the understanding that 
definitions of deviance can be highly different among different subcultures, and the propriety of 
an individual’s label and behaviors is in a constant state of flux. 
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While Labeling Theory recognizes that deviant individuals can, and do, find safe spaces 
in which to behave as they desire, it also recognizes the role of power in determining which 
social practices are considered part of the dominant discourse. Within the classic framework of 
Labeling Theory, it is those with social power who have the ability to assign a “deviant” label to 
other groups or individuals. While there is certainly a level of truth to these assertions, the 
French philosopher and sociologist Michel Foucault spent much of his career writing about the 
interactions between power and deviance, Critical examinations of the prevailing ideas of power 
have been present in Foucault’s work from the beginning of his academic career. His first two 
published works, Madness and Civilization:  A History of Insanity in the Age of Reason (1961) 
and The Birth of the Clinic (1963), are focused on Foucault’s experiences in a Parisian mental 
hospital and his subsequent criticisms of the clinical medicine of the time. While Foucault did 
not deny that objective truth can exist in medicine, his critiques of psychiatry, specifically 
abnormal psychology as defined by scholars such as Coriat (1916) and Bridge (1919), were at 
times scathing in both of these publications. Much of his critique focused on the role of the 
mentally ill as a disenfranchised group and the use of the stigmatized term “mentally ill” as a 
tool that society used to identify some individuals as the “other” (Trussell, 2009). Foucault 
argued that the mental hospitals at the time served as method of reinforcing the bourgeois 
morality of the elite of society. Those who either refused or could not conform to these standards 
of behavior created by those with power were declared to be mentally ill and were separated 
from society and were punished for their actions. Within Foucault’s early conceptualizations, 
power is contained in the institutions themselves, and these institutions exert control over the 
people that exist within them. In addition, the observations Foucault makes in the mental 
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hospitals bear a strong resemblance to Labeling Theory, and were developed at approximately 
the same time as Lemert and Becker were also publishing their works on the subject.  
However, as Foucault’s studies continued, his understandings of the relationship between 
power and deviance began to shift somewhat. With Discipline and Punish (1975), Foucault 
attempted to create a more nuanced understanding of the role power in altering and influencing 
human behavior. Most of the previous studies of power, most notably works such as Machiavelli 
(1513) and Marx (1848; 1867), tended to focus on the role of the elite in society in creating and 
perpetuating social norms through financial means and coercive forces of social control. While 
he does not discount the role that the elite play in creating a dominant discourse, as illustrated by 
his early works, within Discipline and Punish Foucault begins to extend the role of power to 
everyone in society, not merely those at the top of the social hierarchy. As stated by Gaventa 
(2003), 
his work marks a radical departure from previous modes of conceiving power and 
cannot be easily integrated with previous ideas, as power is diffuse rather than 
concentrated, embodied and enacted rather than possessed, discursive rather than 
purely coercive, and constitutes agents rather than being deployed by them.  
(p. 1) 
 
Foucault (1975) posits that in addition to overt forms of coercion from the elite, all 
individuals are capable of exerting power over others, and they in turn will also have power 
exerted over them from others. The tools used to do so are hierarchical observation, normalizing 
judgment, and the examination of behavior. In this manner, Foucault believes that power is not 
centralized into a limited number of individuals, but is something wielded by all individuals. 
Foucault further develops these ideas in The History of Sexuality (1976). While laws have 
certainly been enacted which restricted sexual behavior from an institutional standpoint, Foucault 
points out that the outlawed sexual behaviors continued mostly unabated. Instead, the public 
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display of such behaviors is policed through widely held perceptions of propriety held by many 
individuals. Therefore it is not the fear of institutionalized punishment, as exhibited by the 
continued sexual behavior, but the fear of social judgment which leads people to hide, but not 
stop, their desired behaviors. 
It is within his later ideas that I believe Foucault can make the largest contribution to this 
dissertation. While some of the behaviors to be studied are considered illegal, such as the various 
forms of substance abuse, the majority of them are not and will not lead to sanctions from 
society’s formal institutions. Instead, it is the fear of social judgment that limits public 
expressions of behaviors and forces them into the “underground” where the behaviors can be 
performed, but sanctions avoided. However, within Foucault’s framework, an individual will not 
be able to completely isolate him/herself into a supportive subculture, and the various 
expectations of differing groups must be balanced and negotiated. It is therefore appropriate to 
not simply examine individual’s perceptions of potential sanctions from authority figures, but to 
delve into the influence of individuals and groups that can play a prominent role in the lives of 
undergraduate students. In the case of emerging adults, individuals retain some characteristics of 
adolescence while transitioning into adults (Arnett, 2000). Although there is an increased amount 
of independence, emerging adults are often given conflicting messages from groups such as their 
family and the other student’s with which they spend their collegiate years. Within Foucault’s 
conceptualization of power, both of these groups can wield significant influence over their social 
norms, and the differences in the messages received from each group might potentially create a 
great deal of cognitive dissonance regarding behaviors that are considered “appropriate.” 
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With the scholarship of deviance now focused on society instead of merely the 
individual, the role of societal power structures became more salient to sociologists. As stated by 
Kai Erikson (1962), deviance can be determined by: 
the actor’s social class, his past record as an offender, the amount of remorse he 
manages to convey, and many similar concerns which take hold in the shifting 
moods of the community. This is why the community often overlooks behavior 
which seems technically deviant (like certain kinds of white collar graft) or takes 
sharp exception to behavior which seems essential harmless (like certain kinds of 
sexual impropriety). It is an easily demonstrated fact, for example, that working 
class boys who steal cars are far more likely to go to prison than upper class boys 
who commit the same or even more serious crimes, suggesting that from the point 
of view of the community lower class offenders are somehow more deviant. 
(p. 209) 
 
Within this redefinition of the phenomenon of deviance, many scholars separated their 
conceptualization of “deviance” from a constant overlap with the notion of “crime.”  (Although 
it should be pointed out that the two will always have a connection.)  While the law can be 
viewed as a codified form of social norms, a great deal of inconsistency can exist between what 
is considered illegal and what is truly considered deviant or taboo. Evidence for this 
phenomenon can be seen in Clifford Geertz’ (1972) seminal work Deep Play:  Notes on the 
Balinese Cockfight. In this context, a large number of Balinese individuals participated in 
cockfighting as a popular form of leisure despite the potential for legal sanctions, and engaging 
in cockfighting could enhance one’s social status instead of having the opposite effect. Without a 
consequential loss in social status, it can be argued that the cockfighting, while technically 
illegal, should not be conceptualized as deviant in nature.  
During the explosion of deviancy scholarship during the 1960s and 1970s, several other 
constructivist theories became widely used along with Labeling Theory. Conflict Theory 
combined previous research in social class, founded in Marx’s work, with a revised approach to 
criminology (Quinney, 2001). From this perspective, the law is largely generated by those with 
23 
high levels of social power, and therefore the law serves as a tool to protect the interests of those 
who created it. Within this framework, deviance can often be conceptualized as a resistant act 
which challenges a power structure in which the deviant actor finds himself relegated to a lower 
social status. Feminist Theory followed a similar pattern to Conflict Theory, but chose to focus 
on the social hierarchy that grants males greater power than females (Miller, 2001). From this 
perspective, women are often perceived as deviant if they choose not to represent themselves 
within traditional gendered norms and roles, and therefore this type of deviance can also be 
labeled as resistant. Further work in feminism has also pointed out that this standard also applies 
to men who do not behave sufficiently masculine and are therefore labeled as deviant (Connell, 
2005). While each constructionist theory focused on different aspects of social stratification, the 
existence of power structures and the fluid nature of social norms and deviance are a unifying 
thread running through constructionist perspectives on deviance.  
While criminology and sociology have a wide literature stream examining deviance from 
a group perspective, the phenomenon has also been studied from an individual perspective within 
the field of psychology. The most prominent perspective in psychology which specifically 
focuses on deviance is abnormal psychology. Early scholars in this field were contemporaries of 
Durkheim, such as Richard Freiherr von Krafft-Ebing and his (in)famous treaty Psychopathia 
Sexualis (1886) which coined the terms “sadism” and “masochism” and served as a blueprint for 
the treatment of “sexual deviance” for many decades. Books such as Isador Coriat’s (1916) 
Abnormal Psychology and James Winfred Bridge’s (1919) An Outline of Abnormal Psychology 
followed soon after. These works, much like early sociological work in deviance, were heavily 
influenced by Durkheim’s scholarship. However, there is no doubt that the most famous name in 
the psychological study of deviance is Sigmund Freud. In his seminal Psychoanalytic Theory, 
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Freud posited that all humans have criminal tendencies and that improper socialization led to 
personality disorders that often resulted in deviant behavior (Freud, 1961). While certain aspects 
of Freud’s work have fallen out of favor with many psychologists, he was influential in 
positioning our conceptualizations of deviance as a mental disorder and suggesting it should be 
studied in a clinical manner.  
While there is no doubt that mental illness is a legitimate phenomenon, 
conceptualizations of these disorders cannot escape the influence of the social norms of their 
time (Clegg, 2012). Since 1952, the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders 
(DSM) has served as the primary reference for what is considered to be a mental illness. 
However, the first DSM was largely compiled by the U.S. Army and Navy following World War 
II, and this input had a strong influence on what was included in the manual (Houts, 2000). 
Perhaps the most prominent example of this influence was the inclusion of homosexuality in the 
original DSM. This classification was subsequently removed from the 2nd and 3rd editions of the 
DSM (Pillard, 2009) as psychiatrists began to take greater control of the content in the 
publication. There are many legitimate mental health issues that foster deviant behavior, however 
there is also no doubt that much of deviant behavior is committed by those who are not mentally 
ill. For studies that do not specificially target individuals with mental illness, it may be best to 
draw theory from other sources. While any review of the phenomenon of deviance must be 
aware of the contributions of abnormal psychology, this particular perspective is not necessarily 
the best from which to generate explanatory models when not specifically examining a clinical 
population.  
Not all work within psychological perspectives of deviance focused on a clinical 
population. Other psychologists have instead focused on the motivations for an individual’s 
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behavior as he/she operates within the context of society. Much of the research in this area is 
based on the work of B.F. Skinner and his Theory of Radical Behaviorism. Skinner broke away 
from the traditional notions of behaviorism of the time which privileged internal foci of 
behaviors such as thinking, perceptions, and emotions (Skinner, 1974). Instead, Skinner focused 
on the external consequences of a behavior. He believed that humans would analyze their 
behavior based on whether the behaviors led to positive or negative experiences, and they would 
subsequently adjust their behavior moving forward. Skinner went so far as to suggest that human 
free will is an illusion due to our dependence on this costs/benefits analysis of our own behavior. 
This notion became known as the Principal of Reinforcement and is still highly influential in 
behavioral research and practice today. 
Skinner’s work was highly influential, and a contemporary of his added an important 
element to our understanding of deviant behavior. While Skinner’s work recognized the role of 
positve and negative consequences on behavior, his work was not necessarily focused on the role 
of society in meting out these rewards and punishments. This piece was added by Albert Bandura 
in his Social Learning Theory. Much like Skinner, Bandura agreed that humans adjust their 
behavior to the various rewards and punishments that are the consequences of their chosen 
behavior, but many of these consequences are supplied by other humans (Bandura, 1969). 
Bandura’s work is instrumental in positioning the role of stigma as a method of social control. 
Stigma is defined as the negative social sanctions that are administered by society to an 
individual who is seen as behaving in a deviant manner (Stiles & Kaplan, 1996). According to 
Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory, humans are highly aware of stigma and the repurcussions of 
their behavior and are prone to adjust their behavior accordingly. At a cursory glance, it might 
seem that deviance itself does not fit within this theory. After all, if humans try to avoid stigma, 
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then they should also attempt to avoid deviance itself. However, Bandura himself recognized 
this, as illustrated by his studies of child agression in his famous Bobo doll experiments. In these 
experiments, Bandura and his colleagues showed that children exposed to violent behavior are 
more likely to repeat these behaviors themselves (Bandura, Ross, & Ross, 1961). This study 
highlighted the wide range of social messages that an individual receives and the wide variety of 
sources that provide measures regarding potential sources of stigma. While violence is widely 
concepualized as a deviant behavior, Bandura’s experiments illustrated that when children 
receive messages that this behavior is acceptable, they are more likely to replicate a behavior.  
Deviance and Social Norms 
Although deviance is a complex behavioral phenomenon, there is a high level of 
agreement among scholars within the social sciences that its basic definition involves the 
violation of social norms that lead to non-conforming behavior (Downes & Rock, 1998). If we 
accept this basic definition, a thorough understanding of both social norms and conforming 
behavior is essential when studying deviance. A large amount of debate exists within the social 
psychology community regarding the extent to which social norms impact actual human 
behavior. Many classic studies have argued that consideration of social norms is essential to the 
prediction of behavior (e.g. Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Kerr, 1995; Triandis, 1977). Despite this 
research, other studies pointed to contradictory evidence and instances where individuals 
violated social norms as an indication that their influence is limited (Krebs, 1970; Popa, Phillips 
& Robertson, 2014). More recently, social psychologists have recognized the validity of both 
viewpoints, and instead of espousing one over the other, have tried to provide additional 
specifications to determine exactly when social norms are predictive of behavior, and when they 
are not. This research indicated that “social norms do affect human action systematically and 
powerfully but that the impact of these norms can only be established through the application of 
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certain theoretical refinements that have not been traditionally or rigorously applied in the past” 
(Kallgren, Reno & Cialdini, 2000, p. 1002). Some of the disagreement stemmed from the various 
ways in which the term “norm” has been used, even in the scientific community (Shaffer, 1983). 
Many individuals tend to view social norms through a “right vs. wrong” perspective that 
places social norms into an either/or dichotomy (Hedley & Markowitz, 2001). Those who study 
deviance have warned against conceptualizing conformity as a dichotomous entity (O'Sullivan, 
2013). Instead, behaviors exist along a continuum with extreme conformity and extreme 
deviance as anchor points. Within American culture, most individuals exhibit behaviors that fall 
somewhere between the two ends of the spectrum with actions that are not deviant enough to 
receive social judgment and stigma, but also unique enough to enable expressions of 
individuality. From this perspective, extreme levels of conformity can be highly undesirable 
depending upon the cultural context (Hunt, 2010). The determination of what behaviors 
exemplify extreme deviance and extreme conformity is based on the subcultural context of the 
moment. Each subculture regards certain behavioral expressions as strictly taboo and 
unacceptable. However, other behaviors break mild social norms, but are not considered severe 
enough infractions to receive strict censure. These latter behaviors are often considered to be 
appropriate places to express one’s individuality.  
When determining a set of norms to adhere and ascribe to, the role of subculture is an 
important consideration that has a strong influence on an individual’s behavioral choices. The 
study of this phenomena, called Subculture Theory, began as an attempt to interpret deviant 
behavior (Becker, 1963; Clinard, 1974), and subculture itself is said to have “distinctive shared 
values and cultural practices that are different from the mainstream” (Blackman, 2014, p. 496). 
While the influence of mainstream social norms cannot be discounted, individuals can often 
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develop the sense of disconnect and dissatisfaction that Durkheim described as anomie. A 
subculture is often used to counter anomie, and individuals tend to feel a greater sense of 
belonging to a subculture than they do to mainstream culture (Blackman, 2014). This connection 
can create a high level of social cohesion among the subculture, and individuals will often 
“disobey” mainstream social norms in order to maintain and cement their membership within 
their chosen group. Interestingly, leisure is often an important arena in which subcultures 
demonstrate their opposition to mainstream norms. Clarke, Hall, Jefferson, and Roberts (1975) 
noted that subcultures help “win spaces for the young:  cultural spaces in neighborhoods and 
institutions, real time for leisure and recreation, actual room on the streets or street corner” (p. 
45). Deviant leisure activities are often used by subcultures to establish a sense of group identity 
that is contrary to mainstream society (Hebdige, 1979; Willis, 1978). 
Despite the role that subculture can play in aiding the establishment of identity, it can 
also add elements of confusion as well. Individuals can belong to a variety of different 
subcultures (Stearn, 2009), and each of these subcultures can bring different and often 
conflicting social norms into an individual’s life. While early Subcultural Theory assumed that a 
subculture was required to be deviant in order for it to be considered a subculture, later works 
expanded the definition to include any group with a shared sense of norms that not all members 
of mainstream society are a part of, even if those norms are not particularly deviant (Cohen, 
1972). Once this realization became part of Subculture Theory, it became necessary to consider 
the social norms of all subcultures an individual may be part of, not simply the one(s) considered 
deviant. When considering behavioral choices, individuals must consider many different 
influences from a variety of others and multiple subcultures in their lives, and when these 
influences are in conflict with one another, an individual must make a choice about which set of 
29 
social norms will be prioritized. A newer school of thought, termed Post-Subculturalist Theory, 
allows that an individual’s subcultural identity can be somewhat fluid and that people can move 
between their various subcultures (Muggleton, 2000). Despite these realizations, subculture is 
still often seen as an agency of resistance to mainstream social norms, and while not all 
subcultures are deviant, this remains a strong element within many subcultures. When 
considering the role of social norms in an individual’s behavioral choices, it is necessary to 
consider that people are receiving multiple messages about their behavior, and they must choose 
which messages to follow and which to ignore. 
Despite the ease by which some mild social norms can be broken, in many cases 
behavioral expectations will exercise a high level of influence over how individuals will choose 
to act. Norms exhibit a strong influence over human behavior, and the extent to which this occurs 
can vary based on a myriad of variables. Psychologists have long been fascinated by how 
individuals will react to social norms and what variables and situations will lead to either 
deviance or conformity. Instead of focusing on deviance, some psychologists have chosen to 
focus their research to examine the circumstances under which individuals will choose to 
conform, even if this conformity goes against their better judgment. Perhaps the most well-
known example of this approach is Stanley Milgram’s seminal work Obedience to Authority 
(1974). In this experiment, participants were placed under the direction of an authority figure and 
directed to supply increasingly strong electric shocks to another individual. Although the electric 
shocks were not actually occurring, the participants were unaware of this fact. While some 
participants did refuse to continue after a certain point, many continued to follow directions and 
shock the other participants even under extreme duress. Milgram showed that participants would 
continue to follow directions from a person in a perceived place of authority even if the research 
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participant believed his/her actions were bringing serious harm to another person. While this 
study would probably not be permissible by today’s stricter IRB standards (Navarick, 2009), it 
illustrated the extent to which most people are usually willing to conform to what is perceived to 
be cultural norms, even if their actions brought personal emotional distress and/or physical harm 
to another individual. Milgram’s experiment has been viewed by many in American culture as a 
warning about the dangers of blind obedience (Pina e Cunha, Rego, & Clegg, 2010). While not 
as dramatic in nature, Asch’s (1951) line-judgment conformity experiments have also occupied a 
similar highly cited space in the academic study of conformity. In this experiment, test 
participants were found to often give an incorrect answer to a relatively easy question if they 
were surrounded by group members who unanimously answered incorrectly. These two studies 
offer evidence that the power of social norms can wield an incredibly strong influence on an 
individual’s behavior. In the case of the Milgram experiment, many individuals showed that the 
desire to conform to the norms imposed upon them by an authority figure superseded the 
importance of another’s health. In the Asch experiment, participants illustrated the importance of 
being in agreement with the rest of the group even at the expense of their better judgment. As 
these two experiments showed, the desire to receive acceptance from others, whether it be 
perceived peers or authority figures, is a strong influence on individuals to express conforming 
behaviors. This desire that individuals hold for acceptance from others is well established in 
psychological research (Hodges, 2014), and the formation of cultures is typically attributed to the 
desire for group cohesion (Mesoudi, 2009; Richerson & Boyd, 2005). A certain amount of 
conformity is expected and demanded of individuals in order to receive this acceptance from 
other members of the peer group, and this expectation places pressure on individuals to follow 
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group norms or receive the sanctions and stigma that arise from not doing so (Jetten & Hornsey, 
2014). 
Jetten and Hornsey (2014) posited that conforming behaviors are necessary to achieve 
several group goals. Groups have a collective desire to maintain a high level of positivity and 
cohesion among their members. Groups have a desire to maintain a collective self-image that 
promotes a positive identity (Hutchinson & Abrams, 2003). Conforming to group norms was 
seen as a way in which individuals helped to support this sense of positivity within the group, 
and deviation was often seen as questioning group identity leading to the “black sheep effect” 
(Marques, Abrams, & Serôdio, 2001). Individuals exhibit a strong desire to not be seen as the 
proverbial “black sheep” and they tend to adjust their behavior to be seen as “likeable” in order 
to avoid this label, thus ensuring that group positivity is maintained (Chekroun & Nugier, 2011). 
While groups want to see themselves positively, there is also a strong desire to maintain a high 
level of cohesion within the unit. Classic psychological research has demonstrated that in an 
uncertain world, a highly cohesive group can assist individuals in maintaining a perceived sense 
of certainty and structure (Festinger, 1950). Evidence indicated that threats from outside the 
group often lead to increases in the desire for cohesion (Janis, 1972), and this tendency also 
becomes more pronounced when a group has fewer members (Tata, Anthony, Lin, Newman, & 
Tang, 1996). Conforming behaviors assist in maintaining this sense of cohesion, and conflict is 
often met with sanctions to the offending party designed to return to a sense of unity (Benard, 
2012). Once again, individuals often look to the external behaviors and pressures of others as a 
signal about which behaviors are considered acceptable to maintain group unity. In addition to 
group positivity and cohesiveness, groups pressure their individuals to exhibit conforming 
behaviors in order to maintain a sense of group distinctiveness. Social groups desire to maintain 
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a unique identity separate from other social groups, and individuals are expected to conform to 
these norms or risk being seen as similar to other “rival” groups (Abrams, Marques, & Henson, 
2000). In this manner, individuals must determine which social group they most desire to be a 
part of and adjust their behavior accordingly.  
While this review (Jetten and Hornesy, 2014) indicated that there is strong pressure to 
conform to group norms, the authors also pointed out that not all social norms are created equal. 
The pressures to conform are largely based on what they termed “nonmoral issues” (p. 470), and 
they were careful to point out that when faced with issues that had moral undertones, perceptions 
towards non-conformity changed somewhat. In these cases, someone standing up against the 
group could be seen as a “moral rebel” whose behavior was actually beneficial to the group 
(Marques et al., 2000). This differentiation in types of social norms reflected psychological 
scholarship that examined and classified social norms based on the functions they serve within 
group dynamics. One of these types of norms has been described as a “descriptive norm” and 
refers to behaviors that are commonly done (Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990). While 
descriptive norms are part of the mosaic of what is viewed as “normal,” a sense of stigma is not 
necessarily attached to the violation of these descriptive norms. Violations of these descriptive 
norms may lead a person to be seen as unique or even odd, and these behaviors will not be seen 
as a threat to group positivity, cohesion, or distinctiveness. Individuals can, if they choose, 
violate descriptive norms with a minimum of repercussions. In contrast, a second type of norm, 
labeled an “injunctive norm,” refers to behaviors that specifically bring about approval or 
disapproval (Kallgren et al., 2000). Violations of injunctive norms will typically lead to 
perceived threats within the group. Evidence has confirmed that these two separate types of 
norms do in fact lead to different sets of outcomes (Reno, Cialdini, & Kallgren, 1993). For 
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instance, individuals who violated injunctive norms within their group were found to have more 
negative emotions, but this finding was not replicated for descriptive norms (Christensen, 
Rothgerber, Wood, & Matz, 2004). It appears that groups were more prone to allow their 
members to violate descriptive norms, but violations of injunctive norms were met with 
retribution. One might argue that it is within injunctive norms that true deviance takes place. 
While violations of descriptive norms can certainly be viewed as non-conforming, without the 
high level of stigma and sanctions it might be incorrect to classify violations of descriptive 
norms as true “deviance.”  In addition, while it appears that cognitive deliberation can reduce the 
influence of injunctive norms, this has not been seen for descriptive norms (Melnyk, van Herpen, 
Fischer, & van Trijp, 2011). While individuals often choose not to conform to injunctive norms 
and behave deviantly, it appears that doing so often necessitates a deliberate thought process. 
This finding agrees with Manning (2009) who stated: 
processing of descriptive norms for behavioural decisions may require less 
cognitive effort relative to the processing of injunctive norms, in that descriptive 
norms may rely more on heuristic than systematic information-processing. 
Perhaps this advantage contributes to efficient behavioural decision-making in 
line with descriptive normative information. In fact, researchers have shown that 
conditions that facilitate the use of heuristic information-processing lead 
participants to act more in line with descriptive norms.                             
(p. 652) 
 
According to these findings, it appears that the violation of injunctive norms involves careful 
deliberation and is not a decision that is reached lightly. 
Based on the nature of social norms, the undertaking of scholarship examining deviance 
is a complex undertaking. In addition, previous work studying deviant behavior, while wide and 
varied, lacks a coherent trajectory that is present in many other areas of social science. As 
pointed out by Downes and Rock (1998),  
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deviance is not one coherent discipline at all but a collection of relatively 
independent versions of sociology. It is a common subject, not a common 
approach, which has given a tenuous unity to the enterprise. At different times, 
people with different backgrounds and different purposes have argued about rule-
breaking. The outcome has been an accumulation of theories which only 
occasionally mesh.                                                                                              
(p. 1) 
 
While most perspectives agree that the foundation of deviance lies in the breaking of social 
norms, the interpretation of deviance comes from a variety of fields including criminology, 
psychology, and sociology, and each of these areas views the topic differently (Thio & Calhoun, 
2001). While this plurality of perspectives has contributed to a nuanced understanding of 
deviance, it creates a somewhat daunting task to those who study this behavior. Despite the 
seeming simplicity of the basic definition of deviance, the ephemeral and complex nature of 
social norms themselves require scholars to position themselves within the study of deviance. 
Various fields have chosen to define social norms according to their own specifications, and this 
tendency has led to vastly different interpretations and methods for deviancy research.  
Deviance in the Leisure Context 
There is limited work that has focused specifically on deviance in one’s leisure time 
(Shinew & Parry, 2005). Leisure may be a unique context in which deviance can occur as it is 
one of the few areas in life in which individual choice predominates and the need to conform to a 
strict set of social norms is lessened. While a strict dichotomy of work and leisure time would be 
overly simplistic, there is no doubt that the two are different phenomena. While individuals may 
grab a moment to play solitaire on their computers at work (in itself a somewhat deviant act!), or 
have a “party” or other type of social activity in the office or place of work, they have a general 
sense of when time is truly “their own” vs. being “on the clock.”  It is within this distinction that 
the relationship between leisure and deviance exists. Some evidence indicated that the context of 
work and employment forces people to conform in areas such as clothing and attire (Burgess-
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Wilkerson & Boyd, 2009), missing important family functions in order to work (Premeaux & 
Adkins, 2007), and willingness to vocally agree with superiors despite having contrary opinions 
(Carol, Carlucci, Eaton, & Wright, 2013). When in a workplace context, employees are highly 
cognizant of creating a “façade of conformity” in order to maintain their standing within 
workplace norms and values (Hedley & Markowitz, 2001; Hewlin, 2003). This line of reasoning 
has led some academics who study employment and management to declare that many (if not 
most) individuals are “acting” at work (Stormer & Devine, 2008). While this conclusion has the 
empirical support noted above, most individuals who work for a living can cite examples of 
times that they censored their behavior in order to both acquire and maintain employment 
situations. In a certain sense, work can even be considered a social contract in which individuals 
surrender their freedom for a set period of time in exchange for monetary gain. Even those who 
are self-employed must run their business with enough committed time in order to remain 
economically viable. For the vast majority of individuals, unless they are among the few who are 
independently wealthy, a certain amount of conformity to normative expectations is forced upon 
them through economic necessity. 
A wealth of literature indicates that freedom is a key aspect of leisure. Early research 
showed that individuals felt that freedom was the most important characteristic in determining 
whether an activity was considered leisure for them (Iso-Ahola, 1979). An extensive stream of 
literature on leisure constraints demonstrated that the removal of free choice impacted an 
individual’s ability to experience leisure (Crawford, Jackson & Godbey, 1991; Jackson & Scott, 
1999). Perceived freedom and choice are also highly influential in determining the frequency of 
participation in leisure (Thompson & Wankel, 1980). If freedom was not perceived, there was a 
much higher likelihood that an individual did not continue doing an activity (Chick & Roberts, 
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1989). Many individuals will take part in activities that are generally thought of as leisure, but if 
they are not entered into with freedom and choice they are not considered to be true “leisure.”  In 
this conceptualization, leisure is not the activity, but rather the state of mind of the individual, 
and perceived freedom of choice and intrinsic motivation are definitionally necessary for true 
leisure to occur (Kleiber, Walker, & Mannell, 2011). As stated by Iso-Ahola (2009), 
the idea of leisure is contingent on freedom, especially the freedom-equals-choice 
link. In psychological, but not necessarily in sociological, conceptualizations of 
leisure, people expect to do activities they want to truly choose, not what they 
have to or what they should. Additionally, freedom can mean different things in 
the context of leisure. First, it means freedom from work. Second, it can be a 
choice between a necessary or required non-working activity and a favorite 
leisure activity.                                                                                               
(p. 139) 
 
As best illustrated by Tom Sawyer upon convincing his friends to paint a fence by 
pretending to enjoy it himself, Tom discovered that: 
Work consists (sic) whatever a body is obliged to do, and that Play consists of 
whatever a body is not obliged to do . . . There are wealthy gentleman in England 
who drive four-horse passenger-coaches twenty or thirty miles on a daily line, in 
the summer, because the privilege costs them considerable money; but if they 
were offered wages for the service, that would turn it into work and then they 
would resign.                                                                            
(Twain, 1876, p. 32) 
 
If we accept this definition of freedom and choice as being a valid prerequisite for leisure, it 
would seem that it is our leisure itself that is the arena in which much, if indeed not most, 
deviance will occur. If the necessities of work force us into conformity, then it is our leisure time 
in which we have the freedom to violate social norms if that is what we so choose and desire. 
However, to date, there has been relatively little research on deviant leisure behaviors and 
activities. An understanding of deviance is perhaps no more open to in-depth exploration than in 
fields concerned with the study of leisure, in which individual choice is a salient aspect and 
social norms of behavior can be minimized. For example, scholars have written about crime 
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(Williams & Walker, 2006), substance abuse (Shinew & Parry, 2005), violent video games 
(Delamere & Shaw, 2006), and gambling (Sullivan, 2006) as leisure activities. Yet despite a 
slight increase in research, deviance within a leisure context remains understudied, likely based 
on longstanding traditions and values regarding the virtuous nature of leisure (Franklin-Reible, 
2006). While recent scholarship does not completely discount the possibility of deviance viewed 
within a leisure framework the mainstream focus of the majority of authors still largely 
conceptualizes leisure as a phenomenon that should be conducted within the scope of positive 
social acceptance (Williams, 2009). However, research clearly indicates that individuals often 
participate in leisure that is considered socially unacceptable. These findings are enigmatic in 
attempting to understand why an individual would choose to take part in deviant leisure when 
participating in any form of deviance can bring swift consequences including social judgment 
and stigma (Kaufman, 2008), or legal sanctions (Miller, Chino, Harney, Haines, & Saavedra, 
1986), and a loss of employment (Elias, 2013). Yet despite these potential sanctions, such 
activities are a salient and ubiquitous aspect of leisure time. At present, a paucity of research has 
examined the motivations of individuals for taking part in deviant leisure despite its potential 
consequences for the individual. 
Why is deviance a relevant topic in the field of leisure?  Despite a paucity of research that 
has linked them, both leisure and deviance share some common theoretical traits that warrant 
empirical examination. As we have seen, social norms are a powerful force that exert a great deal 
of influence and control over individuals behavior. In a very real sense, these social norms often 
strip someone of the freedom to behave in a manner that reflects their own internal personal 
desires. Instead of behaving in a manner that they truly wish, they yield to the threats of stigma 
and sanctions and adjust their behavior according to the wishes of others. In this manner, it can 
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be argued that when an individual chooses to behave in a deviant manner, he/she is choosing to 
exert their freedom to behave in a manner in alignment with their own personal desires rather 
than that of the larger societal norms. While this decision is not without consequences, the 
decision to behave deviantly represents a choice to behave freely. Perceived freedom is one of 
the theoretical constructs presumed by many to be the foundation upon which the phenonmenon 
of leisure has been defined (Crawford et al., 1991; Iso-Aloha, 1979; Jackson & Scott, 1999). In 
contrast, it can then be argued that it is within leisure experiences that there is the freedom to 
behave in a deviant manner if so desired. It is in non-leisure time where individuals are forced 
into the “façade of conformity” which limits the ability to act in accordance with personal desires 
(Hewlin, 2008; Stormer & Devine, 2008). Based on the perceived freedom that accompanies 
both leisure and deviant behavior, it seems logical that studying deviant behavior that occurs 
within a leisure context should represent a logical extension. While deviant behavior can, and 
does, occur in non-leisure behaviors at times, it should be within leisure behaviors in which 
people perceive the freedom to exhibit the majority of deviant behaviors in which indivdiuals 
wish to take part. 
Despite the seeming intuitive connections between deviance and leisure, previous 
scholarship has not fully explored their interrelationships. Despite the wealth of studies 
examining deviant behaviors, relatively little work has been done examining this phenomenon in 
a leisure context. During the heyday of deviancy scholarship in the 1960s and 1970s, the field of 
recreation and leisure almost completely avoided addressing the concept of deviancy within its 
own scholarship (Shinew & Parry, 2005). Based on the accepted notions of leisure at that time, 
the concept of deviant leisure was almost anathema to leisure scholars. During this time, the 
tradition of leisure research in the United States and Britain was still strongly influenced by a 
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tradition known as the Rational Recreation Movement. Ironically, the belief in rational recreation 
sprang from a deep fear of deviant leisure. Proponents had an entrenched fear of the “dark side” 
of human nature, especially during free time (Bailey, 1978). This movement sought to curtail the 
ability to access deviant leisure through social control and offer healthy and uplifting leisure time 
options through church activities and other “positive” public leisure such as parks. The Rational 
Recreation Movement helped bring about American prohibition (Malleck, 2008), the Boy Scouts 
(Rojek, 1995), the YMCA (Huggins, 2007), and was influential in the rise of America’s national 
parks (Grusin, 2008). Although this movement was most prominent during the 1800s, its 
influence continued to be strong on leisure scholarship well into the 20th century (Heeley, 1986). 
This influence extended to the scholarship of leisure during the early development of the field of 
study. Statements such as “Leisure is defined as an activity carried out in harmony with the main 
values of the larger society” (Kaplan, 1960) typified many of the attitudes towards leisure 
studies. Leisure scholars during this time explained deviant leisure with the assumption of 
psychosis on the part of those behaving in this manner (Williams, 2009) which strongly mirrors 
the assumptions of abnormal psychology. Due to these predominant attitudes towards the 
definition of leisure, the leisure and deviance literature streams were predominantly separate 
during seminal periods of each respective field. It appears that the tendency to view leisure in a 
positive manner, combined with the inherent negative image of deviance, created an artificial 
separation in many people’s perceptions of these two phenomena. Yet despite these perceptions, 
deviant behavior remains common in leisure practice, and more recent scholarship as begun to 
examine this type of behavior in leisure experiences. Researchers have now examined leisure 
considered deviant including sadomasochism (Newmahr, 2010), cannabis cultivation (Boylstein 
& Maggard, 2013), auto theft (Drozda, 2006), the “vampire” subculture (Williams, 2008), strip 
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clubs (Bowen & Daniels, 2005), whiskey consumption (Spracklen, 2013), and the “rave scene” 
(Glover, 2003). While these works and others are a strong step forward in recognizing the 
legitimacy of deviant leisure, the research at present tends to choose a deviant leisure behavior 
and closely examine it with a narrow focus. This tendency has led some leisure scholars to call 
for a broader and more theoretically-based approach for studying the phenomenon of deviant 
leisure behavior (Williams, 2009). 
While newer scholarship has recognized that people often behave deviantly in their 
leisure, and theory suggests that it is within our leisure that we have the greatest freedom to 
behave deviantly, some evidence has indicated that the anticipated stigma and sanctions might 
also impede our desire to achieve full enjoyment of our leisure experiences. Along with 
perceived freedom, the experience of positive affect has long been a prevalent component of the 
theoretical foundation for leisure experiences. As stated by Mannell (1980), “If any agreement 
concerning the nature of leisure exists, it is the common belief that leisure is a positive 
experience accompanied by satisfying and pleasurable moods, emotions, or feelings” (p. 77). 
Since this statement was written, many studies have examined the relationship between leisure 
and positive emotions (e.g. Carruthers & Hood, 2004; Schwartz & Campagna, 2008; Mitas, 
Yarnal, Adams & Ram, 2012; Zhang, Shi, Liu & Miao, 2014). Results of these and other studies 
generally supported Mannell’s statement and indicated that positive emotions are strongly 
associated with leisure.  
Despite this strong consensus that positive emotions are a necessary component of 
leisure, enjoyment can be compromised when the stigma and social sanctions of deviance placed 
on the individual by others becomes part of the experience. Within the study of deviance, Agnew 
(1992) posited that negative emotions and deviance were inextricably linked. He specifically 
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cited the rejection that an individual behaving deviantly would experience from others as the 
factor that would lead him/her to feel emotions such as anger and frustration. Although Agnew’s 
work was not specifically conducted within a leisure context, this focus on the connection 
between negative emotions and deviance has become well established and further supported in 
deviancy scholarship (e.g. Agnew, 1985; Aseltine Jr.; Bao, Haas & Pi, 2004; Brezina, 1996; 
Broidy, 2001; Gore & Gordon, 2000; Jennings, Piquero, Gover & Perez, 2009; Manasee & 
Ganem, 2010; Mazerolle & Maahs, 2000; Mazerolle & Piquero, 1997; Moon, Morash, 
McCluskey & Hwang, 2009; Ostrowsy & Messner, 2005; Piquero & Sealock, 2000). In addition, 
findings have indicated that even displaying negative affect and emotion was sufficient in many 
cases to label someone as “deviant” (Szczurek, Monin, & Gross, 2012). Some schools of 
thought, such as the social-functional perspective of emotion, posit that the evolutionary purpose 
of an affective state is to assist individuals in determining socially acceptable behavior (e.g. 
Fischer & Manstead, 2008; Fridlund, 1994; Frijda & Mesquita, 1994; Keltner & Haidt, 1999; 
Parkinson, 2011). In this manner, affect state is inextricably linked with conformity/non-
conformity. A large body of research indicated that when all parties were exhibiting behaviors 
seen as conforming to a norm, the affective state of both the individual and the larger group were 
more likely to be positive as well (Anderson & Keltner, 2004; Barsade, 2002; Spoor & Kelly, 
2004). However, once deviant behavior arose in a group situation, it was often seen as an affront 
to the “shared reality” of the group and it impacted the perception of group unity (Mannetti, 
Levine, Pierro & Kruglanski, 2010). When this occurred, the non-conforming individual was 
likely to receive social sanctions of some kind (Molden, Lucas, Gardner, Dean, & Knowles, 
2009), and the offending party/parties could either be ostracized (Eidelman, Silvia, & Biernat, 
2006) or attempts could be made to resocialize the misbehaving individual into conformity 
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(Levine & Moreland, 1994). These findings are especially significant in a leisure context because 
if positive emotion is a necessary component of leisure, then anything that distracts from it may 
threaten an experience as being perceived as leisure. It is important to note that this resulting loss 
of enjoyment is not directly due to a lack of desire to perform the behavior in question. The 
person performing the deviant leisure behavior is attempting to express their individual freedom 
to behave in a manner that they desire. However, it is the judgment and condemnation that is 
placed upon that individual by others that is responsible for suppressing (transforming) the 
experience. In this manner, deviant leisure becomes a sort of battleground where personal desires 
are in conflict with the normative desires of others. Among other goals, the proposed study will 
explore the tension that may exist within deviant leisure when these two forces (the desire of 
one’s self vs. the desires of others) are in conflict. 
While all deviant leisure behavior will receive condemnations from certain members of 
society, not all activities will receive equal levels of judgment. Leisure behavior is a highly 
diverse phenomenon with many possibilities, some of this behavior contradicts social norms and 
was thusly classified utilizing names such as deviant, taboo, and dark leisure (Williams, 2009). 
While this aspect of leisure has not received sufficient attention in research (Rojek, 1992), 
Williams and Walker (2006), utilizing previous work by Stebbins (1996), created a typology of 
deviant leisure behavior. Within the system proposed by Williams and Walker (2006), deviant 
leisure can be classified based on whether it is tolerable (disagreement in society about deviant 
status) or intolerable (universally condemned), and whether it is legitimate (deviant, but legally 
protected), criminal (illegal), or non-criminal (deviant, but with lack of a clear legal definition). 
Within the two-by-three typology, deviant leisure can be either tolerable and legitimate, tolerable 
and criminal, intolerable and legitimate, intolerable and criminal, and intolerable and non-
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criminal. Tolerable deviance was initially defined as deviant leisure behavior that is perceived as 
“only mildly threatening to the majority of the community” (Stebbins, 1996, p. 3). Based on this 
definition, tolerable deviance can be considered leisure activities that are somewhat frowned 
upon, but the “welfare of the community is still believed to be preserved” (Stebbins, 1996, p. 3), 
and many people will thusly tolerate the behaviors while not necessarily endorsing them. In 
many cases, individuals will not view the behavior as particularly problematic. This stands in 
sharp contrast to intolerable deviance which “greatly threatens the established order, causing the 
community to scorn it and therefore try to eliminate it” (Stebbins, 1996, p. 3). Intolerable 
deviance is typically characterized by a high amount of agreement that the behavior is wrong, a 
belief that the behavior is harmful, and a resulting harsh reaction from the community (Hagan, 
1991). The present study will focus on deviant leisure considered tolerable. One of the stated 
goals of the study is to examine how emerging adults negotiate their deviant leisure behavior 
when they are given conflicting messages from different groups regarding the appropriateness of 
their behavior, and these will not exist for intolerable deviance. Even in the cases where the 
activity is criminal in nature (such as the consumption of marijuana), a debate exists as to 
whether society is truly harmed by the behavior. 
Self-Discrepancy Theory 
Given the importance of phenomena such as emotions, personal desires, and the influence 
of others upon behavior, it is important to ground the proposed research within a theoretical 
framework which attempts to synthesize these factors. Self-Discrepancy Theory (Higgins, 1987) 
is a well-established and validated theory which focuses on the emotions that the individual 
experiences from the conflict between personal desires and external social pressures. 
Furthermore, other research has shown that these internal conflicts often have negative emotional 
repercussions (e.g. Adler, 1964; Cooley, 1902; Freud, 1923; Mead, 1934; Rogers, 1961) which 
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mirror some of the emotions that have been associated with deviant behavior. Prior to Higgins, 
many psychological researchers similarly wrote about the presence of two “actual” selves, one 
being an individual’s conception of themselves, and the other being the perception of that 
individual by others (e.g. Erickson, 1950, Lecky, 1961; Mead, 1934; Wylie, 1979). While Self-
Discrepancy Theory draws from several sources, it is largely derived from the work of George 
Herbert Mead and his studies in the Theory of the Self. In this work, Meade presented his 
concept of the “‘I’ and the ‘me’” with the “I” serving as an individual’s perception of him/herself 
and the “me” acting as a control over the “I” through social pressures and normative 
expectations. Higgins sought to expand Mead’s Theory of the Self by examining which specific 
emotions were the result of potential conflicts between the multiple selves of an individual. 
Within Higgins’ theory, negative emotions were the result of high levels of tension and conflict 
within the individual. 
According to Self-Discrepancy Theory, when determining their actions individuals 
undergo a complex process of comparing their own personal desires, the often conflicting desires 
of their multiple social groups and subcultures, and the ideal to which they aspire. The tension 
between these various influences will typically lead to negative affect when there is a 
discrepancy between the individual’s desires and the normative expectations of others. Self-
Discrepancy Theory posits that each individual has a “representation of the self” that consists of 
three domains:  the actual self, ideal self, and the ought self. As posited in the original statement 
of the theory:  
(a) the actual self, which is your representation of the attributes that someone 
(yourself or another) believes you actually possess; (b) the ideal self, which is 
your representation of the attributes that someone (yourself or another) would like 
you, ideally, to possess (i.e., a representation of someone’s hopes, aspirations, or 
wishes for you); and (c) the ought self, which is your representation of the 
attributes that someone (yourself or another) believes you should or ought to 
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possess (i.e., a representation of someone’s sense of your duty, obligations, or 
responsibilities).   
                                                                                         (Higgins, 1987, p. 320) 
 
Therefore, the actual self is what an individual perceives himself/herself to be, the 
ideal self is what an individual wishes himself/herself to be, and the ought self is what an 
individual perceives that someone else desires himself/herself to be. It is important to 
note that even though the ought self concerns others, it is still rooted within the individual 
in question. The ought self is based on the individual’s perception of what they think 
others want them to be, which may or may not reflect that person’s actual desires. While 
Self-Discrepancy Theory divides representations of the self into three categories, Higgins 
differentiated these from something he referred to as the standpoints of the self, which 
specifically focused on the source of evaluation. As Higgins (1987) stated,  
It is not enough to distinguish among different domains of self if one 
wishes systematically to relate self and affect. One must also discriminate 
among self-state representations by considering whose perspective on the 
self is involved. There are two basic standpoints on the self, where a 
standpoint on the self is defined as a point of view from which you can be 
judged that reflects a set of attitudes or values (see Turner, 1956); (a) your 
own personal standpoint, and (b) the standpoint of some significant other 
(e.g., mother, father, sibling, spouses, closest friend). A person can have 
self-state representations for each of a number of significant others. 
(p. 321) 
 
Once again it can be seen that there is negotiation between personal internal desires and 
the pressures that are placed upon individuals from an outside person. As the end of the quote 
illustrated, this can be further complicated by the many significant others with whom the 
individual interacts. The negotiation of one’s own personal desires compared to the desires of 
others can be made more difficult by the possibility of significant ought others who have 
differing, and perhaps mutually exclusive, expectations for an individual’s behavior.  
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Higgins contended that when both the domains of self and the standpoints of self are combined, 
different types of what he called “self-state representations” were created. He stated,  
Combining each of the domains of the self with each of the standpoints on the self 
yields six basic types of self-state representations:  actual/own, actual/other, 
ideal/own, ideal/other, ought/own, and ought/other. The first two self-state 
representations (particularly actual/own) constitute what is typically meant by a 
person’s self-concept (see Wylie, 1979). The four remaining self-state 
representations are self-directive standards or acquired guides for being – in brief, 
self-guides.     
(Higgins, 1987, p. 321) 
 
Higgins proposed that discrepancies between different self-state representations will lead 
to negative affect, however the specific types of negative affect will differ for each self-state 
discrepancies. Given Higgins’ assertion that the actual/own and the actual/other, and especially 
the actual/own, are the standpoints that determine the self-concept of the individual, the 
discrepancies that exist between the actual self and other elements should theoretically be the 
discrepancies which are most predictive of deviant behavior. For the actual/own versus 
ideal/other self-state, Higgins stated that “If a person possesses this discrepancy, the current state 
of his or her actual attributes, from the person’s own standpoint, does not match the ideal state 
that the person believes some significant other person hopes or wishes that he or should would 
attain” (Higgins, 1987, p. 322).”  In this case, dejection-related emotions would be present, in the 
form of shame, embarrassment, or feeling downcast. For the actual/own versus ought/other self-
state, Higgins stated that “If a person possesses this discrepancy, the current state of his or her 
actual attributes from their person’s own standpoint, does not match the state that the person 
believes some significant other person considers to be his or her duty or obligation to attain” 
(Higgins, 1987, p. 323). In this case, agitation-related emotions would result, and they will 
specifically take the form of anger and depression. Higgins specifically pointed out that these 
emotions are often due to a violation of norms and/or moral standards. Interestingly, these are the 
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same emotions identified by Agnew (1992) which are typically the result of deviant behavior, 
and both Higgins and Agnew come to the same conclusion regarding the resulting emotions 
experienced when stigma and social sanctions are felt from other individuals. Finally, for the 
actual own versus ought/own self-state, Higgins stated that “If a person possesses this 
discrepancy, the current state of his or her attributes, from the person’s own standpoint, does not 
match the state that the person believes it is his or her duty or obligation to attain” (Higgins, 
1987, p. 323). In this case, agitation-related emotions also result, but in the form of guilt, self-
contempt, and uneasiness. Higgins noted that for this discrepancy, violations occur within 
internalized morals instead of external norms. Higgins’ original statements regarding which 
emotions would result from various discrepancies has been further tested and validated in 
subsequent research which found that ideal and ought discrepancies are separate constructs, and 
Higgins predictions of the emotional states resulting from the different discrepancies were 
accurate (Phillips & Silvia, 2005). Higgins argued that based on previous work by Schafer 
(1967), the differences between elements such as the ideal self and the ought self are rooted in 
individuals’ conflict between their social expectations and their personal desires. This statement 
is one element that makes Self-Discrepancy Theory relevant phenomena such as deviance and 
non-conformity. Once an individual has made the decision to exhibit deviancy, this behavior can 
often lead to discrepancies with the ought self in the form of perceived stigma and social 
sanctions from other individuals. Stated simply, Higgins believed that individuals function best 
when they feel that their actual self is similar to what they would like to be, and they feel 
comfortably part of a group. 
Self-Discrepancy Theory provides an applicable lens in which to frame a study of non-
conformity. Although it appears that Self-Discrepancy Theory should be highly applicable to the 
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study of deviant leisure based on its focus on social pressure and emotions, this theory has not 
typically been applied to studies of deviance and non-conformity, however the elements within 
the theory itself which make this an appropriate framework to use. As Higgins stated, “A 
primary purpose of Self-Discrepancy Theory, then, is to predict which types of incompatible 
beliefs will induce which kinds of negative emotions” (Higgins, 1987, p. 320). From a theoretical 
perspective, Self-Discrepancy Theory should enable us to make specific predictions about an 
individual’s decision to either engage in or abstain from behaving in a deviant activity. These 
predictions are rooted within the impact of discrepancies in the self-guides of actual/own vs. 
ought/other that were previously discussed. The decision to engage in a desired deviant behavior 
will theoretically be a simple one when there is a high degree of alignment between what the self 
desires and what the normative expectations (ought/other) supports. When there is little or no 
discrepancy between the actual self and significant ought others, the decision should be a simple 
one for the individual. If the actual self desires to exhibit the deviant behavior, and significant 
ought others approve, or at least are not opposed to the behavior, then it will be performed. 
Although Self-Discrepancy Theory does not predict specific positive emotions, at the very least 
negative emotions will not result when there is no perceived conflict of personal desires and the 
judgment of significant ought others, and it can be argued that positive emotions will be felt from 
this harmony. While the decision may be easy from a theoretical perspective when little to no 
discrepancy exists between the actual/own and actual/other, the decision of whether or not to 
engage in deviant behavior becomes more complex once discrepancy is perceived and thus 
becomes part of the thought process. As indicated by Self-Discrepancy Theory, the individual 
will feel a tension between their own personal desires, in the form of the actual self, and the 
wishes of significant others, in the form of the ought self. With this realization will come a 
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choice to either engage in the deviant behavior and rebuff or minimize the pressures of the 
significant ought other(s), or yield to the pressures of others and not participate in the deviant 
activity. According to Self-Discrepancy Theory, choosing to engage in deviant behavior will 
almost certainly result in negative emotions. 
Despite the significant contributions of Self-Discrepancy Theory, Higgins made little 
attempt to identify ought others beyond stating that they are either perceived as “significant” or 
not. Robins and Boldero (2003) more fully investigated different types of significant ought 
others and the differences between the types of relationships in which the individual may be 
involved. In Robins and Boldero’s work, relationships were classified as either “unconstrained” 
or “constrained.”  Unconstrained relationships were those that individuals entered into freely and 
by their own choice, while constrained relationships were those forced upon the individual. 
While the word “leisure” was not specifically invoked, the characteristics of the unconstrained 
relationship were highly similar to those that leisure theorists use in their definitions. Conversely, 
constrained relationships are reminiscent of conditions in which leisure is typically not 
occurring, those in which an individual has little choice in what activities to do or how to do 
them because of the presence of a potentially judgmental significant ought other. Robins and 
Boldero specifically cited the relationships that exist in an employment context as an example of 
a constrained relationship. In this case, an individual has little control over who they must 
interact with and how. Although individuals may have a certain level of control over which job 
they choose to take, ultimately the vast majority of individuals choose to be employed simply out 
of economic necessity. Thus a limited amount of control and choice is involved in what activities 
are done and what relationships are formed. In contrast, an unconstrained relationship is one in 
which an individual can enter with free choice and autonomy and exercise his/her own desires 
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accordingly. Individuals willingly and freely choose to enter into a relationship of some sort 
without being “forced” in any way. Given the theoretical arguments that equate leisure with free 
choice (Iso-Ahola, 1979) one might even characterize these unconstrained relationships as 
“leisurely” in nature. Robins and Boldero hypothesized that individuals will typically seek others 
with similar self-guides within their unconstrained relationships, but this pattern cannot prevail 
for constrained relationships.  
If we accept the implication that individuals in an unconstrained relationship will possess 
highly similar self-guides, the behavioral decision-making process should theoretically be 
different when we consider deviant leisure, as opposed to deviant behavior in general. When we 
are operating within a constrained relationship, the behavioral decisions should follow the same 
patterns, that is, when a high level of alignment exists, the behavior can be exhibited without fear 
of stigma and retribution. However, when a discrepancy is present, the individual must weigh the 
personal desires of the actual self against the wishes of significant others in the ought self. The 
importance of the significant ought other in a person’s life, whether it be a work supervisor at a 
necessary job or a no-nonsense mother with traditional values, will impact the decision to engage 
in a deviant behavior in the event of an actual/own vs. actual/other discrepancy. If the 
constrained relationship is highly important and/or sufficiently necessary, an individual may be 
additionally pressured not to exhibit a deviant behavior despite his/her personal desires. 
However, it may also be the case that certain individuals may be more prone to prioritizing their 
actual selves higher than ought others. While constrained relationships can influence the decision 
to engage or not engage in deviant behavior, the decision process will ultimately be similar. 
Alternatively, once a relationship is of an unconstrained nature, this should theoretically alter the 
entire process. If an unconstrained relationship occurs when individuals are “relatively free to 
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choose their relational partners” and based on “a degree of concordance in underlying wishes, 
aspirations, duties, and obligations” (Robins & Boldero, 2003, p. 61), then it seems intuitive that 
an actual:own vs. ought:other discrepancy between these individuals would not exist. Therefore 
the decision to engage in deviant leisure will be based on the desires of the actual self with no 
fears of stigma or repercussion from unconstrained significant ought other(s). In this context, one 
might argue that deviant leisure cannot exist within an unconstrained relationship. While the 
deviant behavior can certainly bring stigma and condemnation from ought others that are still 
considered significant, this discrepancy should be absent from unconstrained relationships. 
Summary 
Deviant behavior is characterized by the breaking of social norms. However, despite the 
seeming simplicity of this definition, the complex nature of social norms and the lack of 
agreement regarding what should and should not be taboo leads to confusion about what 
behaviors and are not deviant. Social norms are not universally agreed upon, but are instead 
made up of social constructions that are typically considered to be implicitly agreed upon 
between the members of a society. However, there is a great deal of inherent confusion and open 
disagreement between scholars regarding what these social norms are. While an individual may 
feel that he/she is behaving appropriately, others often disagree and the result is judgment, 
stigma, and social sanctions. Individuals must make decisions to determine which deviant 
behaviors they will and will not exhibit. However, different emotions will follow the 
performance of, or avoidance of, deviant behavior. Previous scholarship indicated that negative 
emotions typically accompany deviant behavior. However, this creates a problematic 
juxtaposition when we consider deviant leisure behavior. Leisure is characterized by free choice, 
which should lend itself well to choosing to behave deviantly. However, leisure is also 
characterized by positive emotions. Therefore, it is possible that the stigma that comes with 
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deviance can impede the enjoyment that should result from a freely chosen deviant leisure 
behavior. Self-Discrepancy Theory is presented as a relevant framework to predict the 
participation in deviant leisure and the emotions that would result from deviant behavior. Those 
who exhibit a high degree of discrepancy between their actual self and their ideal self, as well as 
between their actual self and their ought others, should show higher levels of participation in 
deviant leisure behavior. If others that are considered significant in an individual’s life are not 
opposed to a behavior, no negative emotions should result. However, if significant others are 
opposed, an individual must choose to either engage in or abstain from a desired deviant 
behavior. In this case, negative emotion should result from not following the actual self if the 
deviant behavior is avoided. On the other hand, negative emotions also result from the social 
sanctions from significant ought others if the deviant behavior is exhibited. Self-Discrepancy 
Theory was also discussed according to constrained and unconstrained relationships. It was 
argued that social sanctions could act as a significant deterrent to deviant behavior for 
constrained relationships. However, since individuals typically choose others in unconstrained 
relationships who have a high level of similarity to themselves, discrepancies between the actual 
self and the ought other should be low for unconstrained relationships potentially eliminating the 
possibility of a strong ought other discrepancy. This study proposes to examine the extent to 
which Self-Discrepancy Theory can predict individuals’ choices to engage in or abstain from 
deviant leisure behavior and predict the resulting emotions from deviant leisure behavior. 
 
53 
CHAPTER 3: METHOD 
Pilot Study 
To generate a list of deviant leisure activities that are common among undergraduate 
students a pilot study was conducted before addressing the hypotheses of the study. While 
previous research has developed batteries of common deviant activities (Markle & Troyer, 1979; 
Quay & Peterson, 1979), the majority of such instruments were developed for middle childhood 
and adolescent populations, and are out of date. In addition, these instruments did not 
specifically focus on deviant behaviors that occur as or during leisure experiences. Therefore, it 
was concluded that these measures were not suitable to address the research questions of the 
present study, and that a more appropriate listing needed to be constructed.  
A pilot study was thus undertaken utilizing an undergraduate sample with characteristics 
almost identical to those of the test participants. In a pencil-and-paper survey, students were 
asked to identify leisure activities that were common among their peers that they considered to 
be deviant in nature. Additional questions asked respondents to list typical leisure activities that 
they thought would be considered deviant by: a) other students, b) their parents/guardians, and c) 
close friends, to ensure that the final list of activities included perceptions of deviance by all of 
the referent groups in the study. This pilot study was administered to two classes with a total of 
153 students at a large public university located in the Midwestern United States. While the 
sampled classes were open to all majors, they were housed within a major focusing on leisure 
studies, and respondents primarily came from within this major. Females comprised 51.63% (n = 
79) of the pilot sample, and all participants were within the age range (18-25 years) considered to 
be Emerging Adulthood. Seniors comprised 39.87% (n=61) of the sample, juniors accounted for 
29.41% (n=45), and 30.72 (n=47) were sophomores. 
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Each respondent was asked to provide five examples (they could respond with fewer) of a 
leisure activity that was seen as deviant from their own perspective, as well as those that might 
be considered deviant by the three referent groups (other students, parents, close friends). The 
results were compiled for each referent group and then coded, with similar responses grouped 
together (for example, responses such as “drinking” and “alcohol” were coded the same). Some 
suggestions were eliminated due to a low number of responses and/or a dubious connection to 
deviance (for example, “lifting weights”). The activities that received a high number of 
responses were compiled, and 24 activities emerged as deviant leisure activities that were 
reflective of all three referent groups, and hence considered to be common among undergraduate 
students. 
Sampling and Participants 
Given the exploratory nature of this research, and the focus on the Emerging Adulthood 
college student population, a convenience sample was obtained from two large public 
universities. A number of characteristics common to the two universities indicated that they 
would be appropriate for obtaining a sample. Both were large universities with over 40,000 
undergraduate students, and tuition expenses were similar for both in-state and out-of-state 
students. The universities came from large states that contained rural, suburban, and city 
populations. In addition, both universities had similar academic reputations, average SAT scores, 
and comparable acceptance rates.  
The respondents in University A, located in the Mid-Atlantic region of the United States, 
came from six undergraduate classes offered in the College of Business who agreed to participate 
in the study and were offered extra credit for their participation. The majority of students in these 
classes were typically within one of the eight majors offered in the business college, however the 
courses were all open to other majors. These six classes (n1 = 111, n2 = 95, n3 = 84, n4 = 28, n5 = 
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25, n6 = 30) had a range of students with ages that fell between 18 and 25 years, which 
corresponded to the Emerging Adult population. Of those who felt comfortable reporting their 
demographic information, females accounted for slightly more than half of the sample (n = 182), 
and minorities comprised approximately a third (n = 123) of the participants. Within University 
A (Table 3.1), sophomores accounted for over half of respondents, juniors comprised 
approximately a quarter with the rest being seniors. For living situation, the vast majority lived 
with roommates with far fewer living alone or with their parents. Similarly, a majority of 
students lived in some sort of independent housing with smaller percentages residing in 
dormitories or Greek housing. From a financial standpoint, most of the sample felt a substantial 




Table 3.1. Demographic Characteristics within the Universities 
 University A University B Total 
 % n % n % N 
Gender       
  Male 48.00 168 56.67 34 49.27 202 
  Female 52.00 182 43.33 26 50.73 208 
       
Year in School       
  Sophomore 56.41 198 27.12 16 52.20 214 
  Junior 27.92 98 20.34 12 26.83 110 
  Senior 15.67 55 52.34 31 20.98 86 
       
Race/Ethnicity       
  African-American 2.85 10 13.79 8 4.40 18 
  Hispanic 4.27 15 15.52 9 5.87 24 
  Caucasian 64.96 228 67.24 39 65.28 267 
  Asian 26.50 93 3.45 2 23.23 95 
  Other 1.42 5 .00 0 1.22 5  
       
Living with Whom       
  Alone 10.00 35 10.34 6 10.05 41 
  With Parents 4.29 15 3.45 2 4.17 17 
  With Roommates 85.71 300 86.21 50 85.87 350 
       
Living Where       
  Dormitory 21.08 74 8.62 5 19.32 79 
  Greek Housing 12.82 45 25.86 15 14.67 60 
  Independent Housing 66.10 232 65.52 38 66.01 270 
       
Financial Dependence       
  Completely Dependent 33.62 118 17.24 10 31.30 128 
  Mostly Dependent 45.87 161 46.55 27 45.97 188 
  Somewhat Dependent 15.10 53 18.97 11 15.65 64 
  Mostly Independent 4.56 16 15.52 9 6.11 25 
  Completely Independent .85 3 1.72 1 .98 4 
 
Participants from University B (Table 3.1), located in the Midwestern United States, were 
from two classes and were approached to be in the study for which they were offered extra 
credit. The courses were in the College of Applied Health Sciences with the majority of students 
pursuing a degree focusing on recreation, sport, or tourism, with other majors also present. Sixty-
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one students from University B (n1 = 42, n2 = 19) volunteered to be in the study. At University 
B, it was males that accounted for a small majority of students, and minorities comprised a 
similar percentage to University A. Within University B, seniors made up the majority of 
students with fewer coming from juniors and sophomores. Much like University A, the large 
majority of students lived with roommates with smaller numbers living alone or with parents. 
Similarly, most students lived in independent housing, however the percentage living in Greek 
housing comprised a substantially larger percentage at University A. The financial trends were 
repeated with most students feeling a significant amount of dependence. 
A total of 447 surveys were initially obtained. Of these surveys, 13 respondents indicated 
that they were above the target age range and/or were married. These individuals were 
considered to be outside of the Emerging Adulthood population (Arnett, 2000) and were 
eliminated from subsequent analyses, leaving a total of 434 respondents. When the two 
university samples were combined (Table 3.1), both genders comprised approximately half of the 
population. Within the final sample, a little over half the students were sophomores, and slightly 
more than a quarter being juniors, and seniors comprising the remaining fifth with 24 
participants choosing not to respond. Freshmen were intentionally not sampled to eliminate 
students who might still be adjusting to collegiate culture. Among males, 44.28% (n = 89) were 
sophomores, 31.84% were juniors (n = 64), and 23.88% were seniors (n = 48). There was a 
higher number of female sophomores in the sample (59.62%, n = 124), 22.12% were juniors (n = 
46), and 18.27% were seniors (n = 38). The majority of students participating in the study were 
Caucasian. Asian students represented approximately a quarter of the sample, both Hispanic and 
African Americans were near 5%, and only a small number of the students responded they were 
from another background; 25 chose not to respond. Given the low cell sizes that would result 
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from conducting separate analyses for each minority group, non-Caucasian students were 
grouped together to comprise a “Minority” cluster representing 32.72% (n = 142) of the sample. 
The large majority of students reported living with one or more roommates, while far fewer 
either lived alone or with their parents; 26 students chose not to report their living situation. 
Another large majority of students in the sample indicated they lived in independent housing, 
both dormitories and Greek housing were near 15%, and 25 participants failed to indicate where 
they lived. Most of the students indicated they felt financially dependent on their parents to a 
large extent with only a small number reporting that they felt any level of financial 
independence. Twenty-five students elected not to reveal their degree of financial dependence on 
their parents. 
Instruments 
Measures of Self-Discrepancy 
The present study utilized a modified version of the Integrated Self-Discrepancy Index 
(IDSI; Appendix A) first proposed by Hardin and Lakin (2009). According to Hardin and Lakin 
(2009), the scale is a reliable measure of self-discrepancies, with Cronbach’s alphas for the 
various discrepancies ranging from .62 to 0.81. Hardin and Lakin (2009) validated this measure 
with an undergraduate cohort, the population utilized in the present study. Following the 
recommendation of McDaniel and Grice (2008), a nomothetic approach was used whereby 
respondents were provided with a list of character traits from which to assess discrepancies. The 
character traits comprising the list were descriptors of the 30 NEO personality facets (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992) based on similar applications of the Big 5 personality framework to self-
discrepancy research (McDaniel & Grice, 2008). To assess self-discrepancies, participants were 
asked to consider each of the thirty personality facets from several perspectives. For Actual Self, 
they were asked to respond to the phrase “Think about each trait and indicate how much you 
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think YOU ACTUALLY have this trait” using an 11-point Likert scale ranging from “this trait 
does not describe me at all” (0) to “this trait completely describes me” (10). From the 
perspective of their Ideal Self they were given the statement, “To what extent do you think this is 
a characteristic YOU WOULD IDEALLY LIKE to have” and were asked to reply using an 11-
point Likert scale ranging from “I definitely would not want to have this trait” (0) to “I would 
completely want to have this trait” (10). Following from Self-Discrepancy Theory, three 
subcultures were chosen to represent “ought others” - other students at the university, parents or 
guardians, and close friends - and their perspectives on the same traits were individually 
assessed. For each trait, participants were asked “How much would (each subgroup) think you 
should have this trait.” The response choices were the same for all three “ought other” 
perspectives, adopting an 11-point Likert scale ranging from “They would not want this trait to 
describe me at all” (0) to “They would want this trait to completely describe me” (10). Four 
measures of discrepancy were then assessed by subtracting the Ideal and three Ought Other 
referent groups (other students, parents, close friends) from the Actual Self ratings for each trait. 
The absolute value of these difference scores was taken, to reflect the size of the discrepancy 
regardless of which perspective was the higher one. These (absolute value) individual trait scores 
were then summed so that a total discrepancy score was obtained reflecting Actual-Ideal, Actual-
Students, Actual-Parents, and Actual-Friends referents.  
Many of the research hypotheses predicted that some of the deviant leisure activity 
measures could be predicted from these four sets of discrepancy scores, based on Self-
Discrepancy Theory. Before conducting the analyses to address the hypotheses, the distributions 
of the four discrepancy data sets were inspected and descriptive analyses were computed. The 
findings demonstrated that very few of the discrepancy variables, in combination with virtually 
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all deviant leisure dependent variables, showed a linear relationship, and severe departures from 
linearity resulted for nearly all (Appendix B). While occasional linearity or quadratic results 
were seen, most of the distributions also departed significantly from a quadratic relationship so 
that accepted transformation procedures to move toward linearity could not be applied (such as 
squaring the data). Based on the lack of linear (or quadratic) relationships, linear multiple 
regression procedures could not be utilized. In addition, regression procedures most recently 
developed for use with curvilinear-related variables were also deemed inappropriate since they 
were not equipped to allow multiple factors or covariates to be simultaneously tested. Hence, an 
alternative procedure was adopted which didn’t rely on using the continuous discrepancy scores. 
For each set of discrepancy data, a frequency distribution was computed that revealed the cut-
points from which three groups were created, labeled “Low,” “Medium,” and “High.” These 
three groups were then statistically compared, for each set of discrepancy data, to address the 
research hypotheses (Hypotheses 1 through 3) derived from Self-Discrepancy Theory. 
Approval/Disapproval of Deviant Leisure Activities 
Respondents were asked for their personal opinion, as well as their perceptions of how 
each of the three subgroups (other students, parents, and close friends) might respond, about 
engaging in each deviant leisure activity. They were asked to indicate “To what extent do YOU 
approve/disapprove of this activity?” using an 11-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly 
disapprove” (0) to “strongly approve” (10). Respondents were also asked “How much do you 
think OTHER STUDENTS/YOUR PARENTS/YOUR CLOSE FRIENDS would 
approve/disapprove of this activity?” These four sets of scores were then recoded to a range of -5 
to +5 so that positive scores would indicate approval of deviant leisure and negative scores 
would indicate disapproval. Following this recoding, the scores were summed across all deviant 
leisure activities and then divided to obtain a mean approval/disapproval rating. In the same 
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manner that the discrepancy measures were divided, these approval/disapproval variables were 
subsequently divided into three equal groups labelled “Low,” “Medium,” and “High.” These 
variables were referred to as “Personal Approval,” for the self ratings, and the measures for the 
referent groups were referred to as “Students’ Approval,” “Parents’ Approval,” and “Friends’ 
Approval” in the ensuing analyses. 
Measures of Deviant Leisure Activities 
Participants were provided with the list of common deviant leisure activities developed 
from the pilot study (see Appendix C). This list of activities was used to obtain specific 
information related to various aspects of engagement in deviant leisure, and it generated the 
deviant leisure variables for the study. Although the survey included 24 possible activities, two 
of these (religious activities and studying) were included as control variables and were not 
considered deviant. In addition, upon learning that different laws existed between the two 
sampled universities regarding the age at which people could enter bars (18/19 years of age at 
University B, 21 years at University A), this activity was eliminate from further analyses to 
remove any differences in the sample due to legal age differences. All three of these activities 
were not used in any of the subsequent analyses, therefore the number of activities analyzed was 
reduced from 24 to 21.  
Deviant Leisure Participation 
Participation in deviant leisure was measured in three ways. The first of the measures was 
the total number of deviant leisure activities (of those shown on the list) in which respondents 
had ever engaged. Participants were first asked to indicate “if you have EVER participated in this 
activity, even if it was just once” to which they responded “yes” or “no.” A Total Deviant 
Leisure Activities variable was then calculated by summing the “yes” responses across all of the 
activities.  
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A second measure of deviant leisure participation assessed the number of deviant leisure 
activities in which respondents had more recently participated - those within the past six months. 
To derive this Recent Deviant Leisure Activities variable, participants were asked 
“approximately HOW MANY TIMES have you participated in this activity in the past six 
months?” The number of activities with a non-zero response were summed to reveal the number 
of deviant leisure activities (of those on the list) in which participants had more recently 
engaged.  
The third measure of deviant leisure participation reflected the amount of time that 
respondents spent engaging in deviant leisure activities (of those listed) within the past six 
months. This measure utilized the same survey question that generated the Recent Deviant 
Leisure Activities variable, but in this case the responses were not recoded. To allow for the 
differing levels of participation that were common to one type of activity compared to another 
(e.g. active participation in fast food consumption is different than active participation in getting 
a tattoo), a coding scheme was devised to allow a time participation measure that could be 
summed across activities. Therefore, for each activity, a frequency distribution for the time spent 
doing it over the past six months was inspected, and the time data points were assigned to one of 
five possible clusters and coded accordingly (“1” to “5”). These coded time responses could then 
be more meaningfully summed across the 21 activities to comprise a Time in Deviant Leisure 
Activities variable. 
Desire to Change Deviant Leisure Participation 
Based on the potential social stigma that can result from participation in deviant leisure, 
or perhaps strong influence from one of the “ought other” groups, it was possible that individuals 
would want to alter their participation and engage in an activity to a different (more or less) 
extent than what they currently were doing. Two measures of an individual’s desire to change 
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their frequency of participation were created from responses to the following two ordered 
questions: “Do you wish you spent a DIFFERENT AMOUNT OF TIME doing this activity than 
you do right now?” with response choices of “more,” “less,” or “the same as current 
participation.” If respondents indicated “more” or “less,” they were then asked “HOW MUCH 
WOULD YOU LIKE TO CHANGE THE AMOUNT OF TIME you now spend doing this 
activity?”, to which they replied using an 11-point Likert scale ranging from “very small 
change” (0) to “very large change” (10). If they desired to decrease their participation, their 
scores could range from -11 to -1, and if they wanted to increase their participation they could 
indicate by how much on a scale of +1 to +11. A score of “0” indicated no change. Thus, this 
data point could range from -11 to +11 for any one activity. Individual scores were then summed 
across activities and divided by the total number of activities in which a respondent had 
participated to reflect their average desire to change their current deviant leisure participation, 
labeled the “Desire to Change Participation” in deviant leisure.  
Affective Responses during Deviant Leisure 
Previous research has shown that positive and negative affect are distinctive dimensions 
that are orthogonal (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988); it was therefore determined that the 
instrument should inquire about positive and negative affect during deviant leisure separately. 
For each of the deviant leisure activities provided, participants were asked two questions: “how 
much is doing this activity a POSITIVE EXPERIENCE for you?” and “how much is doing this 
activity a NEGATIVE EXPERIENCE for you?” Respondents reported positive affect using an 
11-point Likert scale with endpoints labeled “not at all positive” (0) and “extremely positive” 
(10), while the comparable scale for negative affect ranged from “not at all negative” (0) to 
“extremely negative” (10). Individual activity affect ratings were then summed and divided by 
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the number of activities in which respondents had participated, to yield average “Positive Affect” 
and “Negative Affect” variables. 
Influences on Participation 
In addition to influences on enjoyment, the extent to which the perception of 
approval/disapproval by each of the three referent groups might influence the respondent’s 
participation in a deviant leisure activity was assessed. The item developed to address this was, 
“To what extent does the opinion of (other students, your parents, your close friends) influence 
how often you participate in this activity?” Response choices were on an 11-point Likert scale 
and ranged from “strongly decreases my participation” (0) to “strongly increases my 
participation” (10). These responses were recoded from -5 to +5 so that negative and positive 
responses corresponded with influencing a decrease or increase in participation. These scores 
were then summed across the 21 deviant activities and divided so that a mean score was 
calculated. Based on the finding of a non-Normal distribution, the scores were then used to 
create three groups: scores of -5.00 to -2.51 were assigned to the group labeled “Strong 
Discouragers,” and scores between -2.50 and -.01 were considered to be “Mild Discouragers.”  
Based on lower cell sizes for those who felt they were influenced to increase their participation 
in deviant leisure, scores of 0 to +5 were combined into one group and labeled “Encouragers.”  
Influences on Enjoyment 
Inquiry into the extent to which the perception of approval/disapproval by each of the 
three subgroups might influence the participant’s enjoyment while engaging in a deviant leisure 
activity was assessed. The item developed to address this was, “To what extent does the opinion 
of (other students, your parents, your close friends) influence your enjoyment of this activity?” 
Response choices were provided on an 11-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly decreases 
my enjoyment” (0) to “strongly increase my enjoyment” (10). This data was recoded to range 
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from -5 to +5 so that negative and positive responses would correspond with influencing a 
decrease or an increase in enjoyment, and to what degree. A mean measure of Influence on 
Enjoyment was calculated. Inspection of the distribution for the Student Influence, Parent 
Influence, and Friends Influence data sets showed highly skewed, non-Normal distributions, 
suggesting an alternatively scored variable was required for statistical analyses. Hence, three 
clusters of scores were generated from these data: a “Strongly Decreased Enjoyment” group 
included influence scores of -5.00 to -2.51, a “Mildly Decreased Enjoyment” group contained 
influence scores from -2.50 to -.01, and an “Increased Enjoyment” group for responses indicating 
influences toward greater enjoyment in deviant leisure (scores of 0 to 5). The Increased 
Enjoyment group could not be further subdivided as there was a minimum of positive scores 
(increased enjoyment) for all referent group frequency distributions. 
Social Desirability 
It was a concern that the questions about deviant leisure may be perceived as sensitive by 
some participants because of social norms and the stigma that might accompany participation. 
Therefore, a measure of social desirability was included to assess how likely it was that an 
individual might have responded to allay others’ judgments. To assess the extent to which 
individuals might have provided socially desirable responses, the Marlowe-Crowne Social 
Desirability Scale (MCSDS; Crowne & Marlowe, 1960) was employed (Appendix D). A wealth 
of studies (c.f. Crino, Svoboda, Rubenfeld, and White, 1983; Holden and Fekken, 1989; 
Nordholm, 1974; Tanaka-Matsumi and Kameoka, 1986) have demonstrated that the scale has 
high reliability and validity among many populations, including those very similar to this one 
(i.e. college students at a large public university). While there is no “categorical standard for 
differentiating between socially desirable and non-socially desirable responding” (Edens, 
Buffington, Tominic, & Riley, 2001, p. 249), the determination of what score determines 
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exclusion from a study is typically left to the judgment of the researcher. In the present study,   
an MCSDS score was considered “high” if it was more than two standard deviations above the 
sample mean. If such a high score was obtained, it was presumed that the individual was 
providing data based on the desire to be seen in a positive light rather than giving true responses, 
and all data for this individual would be removed from subsequent analyses. However, within the 
sample no respondents fell above this threshold and needed to be removed based on Social 
Desirability Bias. 
Demographic Information 
Some individual characteristics were assessed (Appendix E) in order to determine any 
influence they might have on respondents’ self-discrepancy data or on any measures of deviant 
leisure. Participants were asked to indicate their gender (male/female), marital status (single, 
married, other), if they had school-aged children currently living with them (yes/no), 
race/ethnicity (Hispanic/Latino, American Indian, Asian, African American, Caucasian, other), 
year in school (freshman, sophomore, junior, senior), age (18-25, 26-40, 41+), living 
arrangements – with whom they were residing (with one or more roommates, with parents, or 
living alone), as well as where they were living (in a dormitory, in Greek housing, or in 
independent housing). Participants also provided information reflecting the extent to which they 
were financially dependent on parents from the choices of “completely financially dependent,” 
“mostly financially dependent,” “somewhat financially dependent,” “mostly financially 
independent,” “and completely financially independent.” 
Procedures 
Issues of confidentiality and anonymity were crucial, and methodological research has 
indicated that these considerations are of heightened importance when studying a sensitive issue 
such as deviance in order to both maximize the response rate and ensure accurate reporting (Polk 
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& Ruby, 1978). Studies have also determined that self-report data provides information with a 
high level of reliability and validity among studies of deviance (Huizinga & Elliott, 1986). 
Newer technologies have introduced the possibility of online data collection, and some evidence 
has indicated that respondents answer such questions with a greater sense of anonymity (Ward, 
Clark, Zabriski, & Morris, 2012). However, in other studies it has been found that as media 
stories of breaches in online data security have become increasingly common, over 75% of 
individuals feel that online anonymity no longer a possibility (Madden, 2014). In addition, online 
data collection has been shown to be inferior to in-person methods in areas such as mischievous 
responding (Buchanan & Smith, 1999), multiple submissions (Birnbaum, 2004), participant 
dropout (Frick, Bachtiger, & Reips, 2001), and lower response rates (Duffy, 2002). Given these 
findings, it was thus decided that self-report data was the appropriate strategy to utilize in the 
study, and that additional steps be taken to assure participants that the information they provided 
would be confidential and anonymous. Strategies such as exam-style seating were also used to 
create additional levels of assurance that other individuals would not be able to see a 
participant’s responses.  
After receiving institutional approval (see Appendix F) and instructors’ permission to 
solicit volunteer participants and collect data, the researcher made arrangements to come to each 
class. A standardized script was read that included the nature of the study procedures, 
participants’ rights and responsibilities, and steps that would be taken to ensure the 
confidentiality of their responses. The instruments were all administered face-to-face in large 
classes to assuage any concerns the students might have about potential tracking using 
technological methods such as IP addresses. Each instrument contained directions instructing 
participants not to include any information that could potentially identify them on the instrument. 
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In order to provide a uniform set of instructions to all students, the same individual was 
responsible for providing instructions and collecting the surveys in all classes and at both 
universities. Students submitted their completed instruments to the researcher without any other 
person seeing or handling their materials. In an effort to maximize response rate, students in all 
classes were offered extra credit for participating in the study by completing the instruments. In 
order to receive this credit, students were asked to provide their name on a piece of paper that 
they submitted in a separate dropbox. The paper with personal information was given to the 
instructors following the data collection session. Although some concerns over the extra credit 
being perceived as coercive could be argued, it was only worth half a percentage point in the 
overall grading scheme of the course, so the amount of actual extra credit offered was sufficient 
to encourage participation, but not so much as to force participation of an individual who was 




Differences between Universities 
A preliminary analysis was conducted on the two different universities in the sample to 
ensure that significant differences were not present between the institutions. A t-test was 
conducted comparing the two universities on every variable in the study, including demographic 
information. The results revealed that none of the t-tests were statistically significant (all p > 
.05), so that participants from the two universities were able to be grouped together in 




Classes within Universities 
Preliminary analyses were also conducted comparing classes within each University. A 
one-way ANOVA (Classes main effect with 8 levels) compared the six classes that were in 
University B and the two classes from University A. This statistical test was conducted for each 
demographic variable and for all measures in the study (self-discrepancy, scores, participation 
and affect measures, social desirability). The ANOVA findings were all nonsignificant (p > .05), 
which allowed respondents from the individual classes to be combined and treated as a single 
sample.  
Tests of Research Hypotheses 
Research Question 1: Self-Discrepancy Theory and Deviant Leisure Participation 
The first research question asked, “To what extent can Self-Discrepancy Theory predict 
whether college undergraduates will engage in or abstain from deviant leisure behavior?” To 
address this question, three hypotheses were postulated, the first of which was:  
H1a:  High participation in deviant leisure will be predicted by greater discrepancy 
between the actual self and the ideal self. 
 
This hypothesis was tested using the Actual-Ideal discrepancy groups and the three 
measures of deviant leisure activity participation. A one-way MANCOVA using the three 
participation measures (Total Deviant Activities, Recent Deviant Activities, Time Spent in 
Deviant Leisure) as dependent variables and the Personal Discrepancy measure (High, Medium, 
and Low) as the independent variable. Gender, Year in School, Race/Ethnicity, Living Where, 
Living with Whom, and level of Financial Dependence were all used as covariates. The second 
hypothesis for this research question was: 
H1b:  High participation in deviant leisure will be predicted by greater discrepancy 
between the actual self and significant ought others. 
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This hypothesis was addressed by comparing the discrepancy groups contrasting the Actual Self 
and the three significant ought other referent groups. Three one-way MANCOVAs, one for each 
referent group (other students, parents, and close friends), were computed to determine if any of 
the discrepancies from self ratings significantly predicted the deviant leisure behavior of 
participants. The three participation measures (Total Deviant Leisure Activities, Recent Deviant 
Leisure Activities, Time Spent in Deviant Leisure) were used as the dependent variables for all 
of the MANCOVAs with the referent group’s (other students, parents, and close friends) 
discrepancies used as the independent variable in one of the MANCOVAs. Gender, Year in 
School, Race/Ethnicity, Living Where, Living with Whom, and level of Financial Dependence 
were all used as covariates. 
The third hypothesis derived from this research question was: 
H1c:  High participation in deviant leisure will be predicted by the interaction of 
the influence on participation of an ought other group and the discrepancy 
between an individual’s actual self and that ought other group. 
 
In addition to the use of the referent group discrepancies, Influence on Participation was utilized 
as an additional independent variable consisting of three groups for other students and close 
friends (Strong Discouragers, Mild Discouragers, and Encouragers) and two groups for parents 
(Strong Discouragers and Mild Discouragers). It was hypothesized that those with referent 
groups that exhibited strong objections to the types of behavior in this study would show a 
greater tendency to curtail deviant activities. Three separate two-way MANCOVAs (3 x 3 for 
other students and close friends, 2 x 3 for parents) were used to determine if the degree (and 
direction) of influence each referent group exerted might interact with their discrepancy with the 
individual’s self ratings and affect their deviant leisure participation. In each MANCOVA, the 
three participation measures (Total Deviant Leisure Activities, Recent Deviant Leisure 
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Activities, and Time Spent in Deviant Leisure) were the dependent variables. Gender, Year in 
School, Race/Ethnicity, Living Where, Living with Whom, and level of Financial Dependence 
were all again used as covariates. 
Research Question 2: Self-Discrepancy Theory and the Desire to Change Participation 
The second research question in the study examined the extent to which Self-Discrepancy 
Theory could predict whether college undergraduates exhibited a desire to change their degree of 
participation in deviant leisure activities. Two hypotheses were generated, the first of which was: 
H2a:  A greater desire to reduce participation in deviant leisure behavior will be predicted 
by higher discrepancy between their actual self and their ideal self.  
 
This question was addressed using the Desire to Change measure as the dependent variable. A 
one-way ANCOVA was conducted using the Actual-Ideal Discrepancy groups (High, Medium, 
Low) to determine whether participants wanted to change their participation in deviant leisure as 
a function of the degree of discrepancy between their actual and ideal selves. Gender, Year in 
School, Race/Ethnicity, Living Where, Living with Whom, and level of Financial Dependence 
were the covariates used in the ANCOVA. 
The second hypothesis for this research question was: 
H2b:  A greater desire to reduce participation in deviant leisure will be predicted by higher 
discrepancy between their actual self and significant ought other groups. 
 
This question explored whether relationships existed between the Desire to Change variable in 
line with the discrepancies for each of the three referent groups (other students, parents, and 
close friends). Three one-way ANCOVAs were conducted, each using the Desire to Change 
measure as the dependent variable. Each of the referent group’s discrepancy measures with 
Actual self ratings were utilized in each of the ANCOVAs as the independent variable. Gender, 
Year in School, Race/Ethnicity, Living Where, Living with Whom, and level of Financial 
Dependence served as covariates. 
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Research Question 3: Self-Discrepancy Theory and Affect during Deviant Leisure 
The third research question was: “To what extent are positive affect and negative affect 
during leisure experiences predicted by the degree of discrepancy between the self-guides (actual 
self, ought other self, ideal self) from Self-Discrepancy Theory?” This research question led to 
five specific hypotheses. The first of these was: 
H3a: High positive affect will be predicted by a low discrepancy between the 
actual self and the ideal self.  
 
For this hypothesis, a one-way ANCOVA was conducted using the measure of Positive Affect as 
the dependent variable and the Actual-Ideal Discrepancy groups serving as the independent 
variable. Gender, Year in School, Race/Ethnicity, Living Where, Living with Whom, and level 
of Financial Dependence were the covariates. 
The second hypothesis for this research question was: 
H3b:  High negative affect will be predicted by a high discrepancy between the 
actual self and the significant ought others. 
 
This hypothesis was explored in a similar fashion as the previous, but this time the Negative 
Affect measure was used as the dependent variable. Again, the  Actual-Ideal Discrepancy groups 
remained as the independent variable. The same covariates were also used: Gender, Year in 
School, Race/Ethnicity, Living Where, Living with Whom, and level of Financial Dependence. 
The next hypothesis was: 
H3c:  High positive affect will be predicted by a low discrepancy between the 
actual self and the significant ought other groups. 
 
This hypothesis determined whether Positive Affect in deviant leisure could be predicted by each 
of the discrepancies between the actual self and the three ought other referent groups. Three 
separate one-way ANCOVAs were conducted, each using the measure of Positive Affect as the 
dependent variable. Each referent group discrepancy (other students, parents, and close friends) 
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was individually used as the independent variable to determine whether the size of the 
discrepancy with the participant’s actual self effected their positive affect during deviant leisure. 
Gender, Year in School, Race/Ethnicity, Living Where, Living with Whom, and level of 
Financial Dependence were all used as covariates. 
The fourth research hypothesis was similar to the third, but focused on negative affect. 
H3d:  High negative affect will be predicted by a high discrepancy between the 
actual self and the significant ought other groups. 
 
Much like the previous hypothesis, separate one-way ANCOVAs were conducted for each of the 
three referent group’s discrepancies. The size of the discrepancy calculated separately for each 
referent group (High, Medium, Low) served as the independent variable. In this case, the 
measure of Negative Affect was used as the dependent variable in each of the ANCOVAs. 
Gender, Year in School, Race/Ethnicity, Living Where, Living with Whom, and level of 
Financial Dependence were all used as covariates. 
The next hypothesis derived from the research question was: 
H3e:  Low positive affect will be predicted by the interaction of a high discrepancy 
between the actual self and the ought other groups and a high influence on 
enjoyment. 
 
In addition to the use of each referent group’s discrepancy (High, Medium, Low groups), the 
Influence they had on the respondent’s Enjoyment of deviant leisure was added as a second 
independent variable. Three separate two-way ANCOVAs were conducted to determine if a 
relationship between discrepancy and influence might predict negative affect experienced during 
deviant leisure participation. The three referent groups’ discrepancies (other students, parents, 
and close friends) from Actual Self were used in the factorial design in the ANCOVA along with 
their corresponding Influence on Enjoyment groups with Positive Affect being used as the 
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dependent variable. Gender, Year in School, Race/Ethnicity, Living Where, Living with Whom, 
and level of Financial Dependence were all used as covariates. 
The final hypothesis derived from the research question was: 
H3f:  High negative affect will be predicted by the interaction of a high 
discrepancy between the actual self and the ought other groups and a high 
influence on enjoyment. 
 
As with the previous hypothesis, the Influence on the respondent’s Enjoyment of deviant leisure 
for each referent group was added as a second independent variable along with the corresponding 
referent group’s discrepancy (other students, parents, or close friends). Three separate two-way 
ANCOVAs were conducted to determine if a relationship between discrepancy and influence 
might predict negative affect experienced during deviant leisure participation. The three referent 
groups’ discrepancies (other students, parents, and close friends) from Actual Self were used in 
the factorial design in the ANCOVA along with their corresponding Influence on Enjoyment 
groups with Negative Affect being used as the dependent variable. Gender, Year in School, 
Race/Ethnicity, Living Where, Living with Whom, and level of Financial Dependence were all 
used as covariates. 
Research Question 4: Perceptions of Deviant Leisure 
The last research question was, “To what extent do individuals who engage in leisure 
behaviors often seen as deviant also ascribe a deviant label to the activity?” Three hypotheses 
were generated from this research question, the first of which stated: 
H4a:  High participation in deviant leisure will be predicted by high personal approval of 
deviant leisure behaviors. 
 
This hypothesis was addressed by comparing an individual’s approval/disapproval of deviant 
leisure activities for the three deviant leisure participation variables (Total Deviant Leisure 
Activities, Recent Deviant Leisure Activities, and Time Spent in Deviant Leisure Activities). 
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Three one-way 3 x 3 MANCOVAs incorporated the participation measures as dependent 
variables with the Personal Approval/Disapproval measure serving as the independent variable. 
Due to the nonlinearity of the approval data, Approval/Disapproval scores were used to divide 
participants into three groups (Low, Medium, and High approval/disapproval) for analysis. 
Gender, Year in School, Race/Ethnicity, Living Where, Living with Whom, and level of 
Financial Dependence were all used as covariates. 
The second hypothesis compared the degree of Approval/Disapproval from the three 
“ought other” reference groups with students’ participation in deviant leisure.  
H4b:  High participation in deviant leisure will be predicted by high perceived approval of 
deviant leisure behaviors from significant ought others. 
 
This hypothesis was addressed by comparing each referent group’s approval/disapproval 
(grouped as Low, Medium, and High) of deviant leisure activities on the three deviant leisure 
participation variables (Total Deviant Leisure Activities, Recent Deviant Leisure Activities, 
Time Spent in Deviant Leisure Activities). Three 1-way MANCOVAs were used to determine if 
there were any significant differences between the Low, Medium, and High approval groups by 
parents, friends, and other students on the respondent’s participation in deviant leisure. Gender, 
Year in School, Race/Ethnicity, Living Where, Living with Whom, and degree of Financial 




CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
This chapter first presents descriptive information about the dependent variables used in 
the study, and then provides the results of the statistical analyses addressing the research 
hypotheses. For each variable, descriptive analyses are presented that include measures of central 
tendency, variability, skew, and kurtosis of the underlying distributions. The measures of central 
tendency provided an indication of the typical student respondent, and skew and kurtosis were 
used as indicators of whether the underlying distribution was normal and hence whether 
parametric statistics were justified. Following these descriptive statistics, results of the statistical 
analyses are presented by hypothesis, to facilitate reading and interpretation.  
Descriptive Analyses of the Dependent Variables 
Deviant Leisure Participation 
Participation in deviant leisure was measured in three ways. The first measure was the 
total number of deviant leisure activities in which respondents had ever participated. This “Total 
Deviant Leisure Activities” variable exhibited a wide range, with some participants having never 
participated in any of the activities and some having participated in as many as 18 different ones. 
The mean number of deviant leisure activities was 9.62 (SD = 3.40), the median was 10, and the 
mode was 9 indicating that measures of central tendency were relatively close to one another, 
one property signifying a normal distribution. The Total Deviant Leisure Activities variable 
exhibited a slight negative skew of -.04, and was considered to have met accepted standards of 
normality (Bulmer, 1979). Kurtosis showed a value of .12, well within the range of +/- 2 which 
is a commonly accepted benchmark for a normal-shaped distribution (George & Mallery, 2010).  
The most common deviant leisure activities in which respondents (N = 434) participated were 
eating fast food (n = 409), partying (n = 406), skipping class (n = 394), and binge TV watching 
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(n = 338). The least common were found to be getting a tattoo (n = 40), graffiti (n = 28), and 
homosexual activities (n = 20). 
A second measure of deviant leisure participation assessed the number of deviant leisure 
activities in which respondents had more recently participated - those within the past six months. 
This “Recent Deviant Leisure Activities” measure reflected the number of different activities in 
which the respondent engaged in the preceding six months – an activity was counted if there was 
a non-zero response given. A wide range in responses on this variable was observed, with some 
respondents participating in none of the activities and some having engaged in as many as 17 
different deviant leisure activities in the previous six months. The mean for Recent Deviant 
Leisure Activities was 7.65 (SD = 2.96), and the median and mode were both 8, once again 
providing some assurance of a normal distribution. Other measures also indicated the distribution 
for this variable was sufficiently normal: a slight positive skew of .183 was detected, with 
kurtosis of .234. The deviant activities that were most frequently done by participants in the past 
six months were similar to the ones ever done, with fast food (n=401), partying (n=393), 
skipping class (n=381), and binge TV watching (n=325) being the most common. The least 
common were also the same, and were getting a tattoo (n=16), homosexual activities (n=14), and 
graffiti (n=8).  
A third measure of deviant leisure participation reflected the number of times participants 
engaged in deviant leisure activities within the past six months. The “Time Spent in Deviant 
Leisure Activities” variable ranged from 0 through 74 occurrences, with a mean of 23.39 (SD = 
12.82). The median and mode again had the same value of 22. The distribution for this variable 
was more skewed with a value of .89, and kurtosis (1.03) was also slightly higher, than the other 
participation measures but both still remained within acceptable levels indicating normality. 
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These findings were consistent with the two number of activities participation variables, in that 
more time was spent when a greater number of activities were observed, both in total and in the 
past six months.  
Desire to Change Deviant Leisure Participation 
Participants were asked to indicate their desire to alter their current amount of deviant 
leisure by either increasing or decreasing their participation. For each of the activities in which 
they had participated, respondents were asked if they wanted to engage in this activity more, less, 
or if they wanted their participation to remain the same. Across the sample, scores on “Change 
Participation” ranged from -8.33 to +7.38. The mean was -1.09 (SD = 2.11) indicating that there 
was more of a tendency for participants to want to reduce their deviant leisure behavior than 
increase it. The median was -.92, and the mode was 0 revealing that the most frequent response 
was not to desire to change participation in deviant leisure. The distribution for Change 
Participation was considered to be normal, with a slight negative skew (-.38), and somewhat 
higher kurtosis (1.72). Specifically, participants responded with their greatest desire to reduce the 
deviant activities of cigarette smoking (M = -9.47), consuming fast food (M = -4.08), and 
skipping class (M = -3.20). Conversely, engaging in casual sex (M = +.84) and partying (M = 
+.80) showed the greatest wish to increase participation among respondents. 
Affective Experience during Deviant Leisure 
Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they regarded engaging in each 
type of deviant leisure activity as a positive experience, and also as a negative experience. A 
“Positive Affect” measure represented the mean positive affect scores (10-point scale) across 
activities. Mean scores on Positive Affect showed a wide range (.60 to 10) with a mean of 5.95 
(SD = 1.37). This indicated that participants did experience a moderate amount of enjoyment 
during these leisure activities despite their deviant status. Other measures of central tendency 
79 
were slightly higher with a median of 6.11, and mode of 7 revealing that a substantial part of the 
sample experienced higher than average positive affect during deviant leisure. The distribution 
for Positive Affect was normal, with a slight tendency to be negatively skewed (-.52), and 
showing kurtosis of (.77). The deviant leisure activities that exhibited the most Positive Affect 
were partying (M = 7.28), drinking on a weekday (M = 6.67), casual sex (M = 6.39), and binge 
watching TV (M = 6.20). 
Negative Affect also exhibited a wide range of .45 to 9.17 (on a 10-point scale). The 
mean for Negative Affect was 3.96 (SD = 1.50), and the median was 3.91 indicating that 
participants seemed to experience more positive affect relative to negative affect during deviant 
leisure. A mode of 5 indicated that a moderate amount of negative affect was the most frequent 
response. Skewness and kurtosis were both close to zero (skewness = .20, kurtosis = .02), 
signifying a normal distribution. The activities that elicited the most negative affect were taking 
something (M = 5.24), skipping class (M = 5.03), and graffiti (M = 4.07).  
Descriptive Analyses of the Independent Variables 
Approval/Disapproval of Participation 
Given that the independent variables were divided into three approximately equal groups, 
the descriptive statistics such as range, skewness, and kurtosis did not convey relevant 
information in the same manner. However, means from specific activities reveal interesting 
insights into which behaviors received the strongest condemnation or support from both 
individuals and their perceptions of the approval/disapproval from the three referent groups 
(other students, parents, close friends).  
The activities showing the most personal disapproval were taking something (M = -3.40), 
smoking cigarettes (M = -3.02), and taking ecstasy/club drugs (M = -2.94). The ones with the 
highest approval among the participants themselves were partying (M = 2.14), getting drunk (M 
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= 1.31), and drinking on a weekday (M = 0.94). The activities that respondents thought would 
meet with greatest disapproval from other students were taking something (M = -2.04), graffiti 
(M = -1.40), and women behaving in a masculine manner (-.85). The activities with the highest 
perceived approval from other students were partying (M = 2.74), getting drunk (M = 2.41), and 
drinking on a weekday (M = 2.14). The largest levels of disapproval attributed to parents were 
ecstasy/club drugs (M = -4.16), taking something (M = -4.02), and smoking cigarettes (M = -
3.75). Perhaps unsurprisingly, none of the individual activities showed a positive mean rating 
indicating approval, but the activities with the least amount of disapproval were partying (M =  
-.67), binge watching TV (M = -.82), and eating fast food (M = -1.25). Activities with the 
strongest friends’ disapproval were taking something (M = -2.75), graffiti (M = -2.24), and 
ecstasy/club drugs (M = -1.99). The activities respondents thought their close friends would most 
of were partying (M = 2.55), getting drunk (M = 2.09), and drinking on a weekday (M = 1.76). 
Self-Discrepancy Measures 
Much like the Approval/Disapproval measures, the discrepancy-based independent 
variables were also divided into three equal groups making descriptive statistics less informative. 
However, some aspects of this data prior to being divided into groups revealed relevant 
information that was of interest. Based on Higgins’ (1987) assertion that the actual self was the 
most instrumental in determining an individual’s self-concept, all discrepancies were calculated 
using the discrepancies between the actual self and the other four standpoints being studied: the 
ideal self and the three ought other selves represented by other students, parents, and close 
friends referent groups. Among the four discrepancy data sets, three of them (personal, other 
students, and parents) all had means that were close to one another. Personal Discrepancy 
showed a range of 0 to 136 with a mean of 55.88, a median of 53.5, and a modes of 47 and 49. 
The standard deviation was 21.87. The students’ discrepancy exhibited a range of 0 to 159 with a 
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mean of 55. 39 (SD = 23.61), a median of 52, and a mode of 47. The parents’ discrepancy had a 
range from 0 to 121. The mean was 54.35 (SD = 21.75) with a median of 52 and a mode of 48. 
Only the friends’ discrepancy showed a noticeably different mean of 47.85 (SD = 23.19), a range 
of 0 to 126, a median of 45, and a mode of 58. This result corroborated the work of Robins and 
Boldero (2003) which indicated that individuals are likely to seek others with a low discrepancy 
to be their closest friends. Overall, these scores are similar to other studies examining a similar 
population in terms of where the means fall in the overall possible range (e.g. Higgins, Bond, 
Klein & Strauman, 1986). Although these scores may seem low when compared to the possible 
maximum of 270, it does not seem reasonable that individuals would fall near one of the 
extremes for the majority of personality traits contained within the IDSI for their Actual Self 
combined with a consistent pattern of corresponding extremes at the other end of the scale for 
Ideal Self and Ought Other Selves. Given the nature of the variable, combined with similar 
results from previous research, these distributions of discrepancies appear to be well within the 
expected ranges. 
Hypothesis Testing 
After inspecting the properties of the dependent variables and finding them all to be 
normally distributed, statistical analyses with these raw data ensued. The findings are presented 
as they addressed each of the hypotheses that comprised the four major research questions. The 
first research question and its hypotheses focused on testing hypotheses derived from Self-
Discrepancy theory and whether the theory could be applied to predict aspects of deviant leisure. 
The second research question explored the various types of discrepancies and the desire to 
change the amount of deviant leisure was explored in the third research question. The affective 
responses experienced while participating in deviant leisure was the focus of the third question. 
The last question focused on investigating the relationship between approval of deviant leisure, 
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both personal and as perceived from referent groups, and participation in deviant leisure 
activities. Based on a lack of linear relationships for all of the discrepancy measures, 
(M)ANCOVA was chosen as the appropriate statistical method to address the hypotheses. All of 
the discrepancies and approval ratings were divided into groups (low, medium, high) to 
investigate differences in the various measures related to deviant leisure. 
Research Question 1: Self-Discrepancy Theory and Deviant Leisure Participation 
The first research question explored whether Self-Discrepancy Theory could be utilized 
to predict deviant leisure participation. Hypothesis 1 predicted that it could, specifically by 
stating that there would be significant differences in deviant leisure participation as a function of 
the discrepancies between the actual self and ideal self (Hypothesis 1a), and between the actual 
self and the ought other selves (parents, close friends, other students) referent groups 
(Hypothesis 1b). The dependent variables consisted of three measures of participation:  the total 
number of deviant leisure activities that participants had ever done (“Total Deviant Leisure 
Activities”), the total number of the activities that participants had done in the past six months 
(“Recent Deviant Leisure Activities”), and the amount of time spent in deviant leisure activities 
in the past six months (“Time Spent in Deviant Leisure Activities”). A highly significant zero-
order correlation between the three participation dependent variables (rtotal,recent = .853; rtotal,time = 
.769; rrecent,time = .890; all p < .000) indicated that the use of multivariate procedures was 
warranted. 
A separate one-way MANCOVA with three groups was conducted for each of the self-
referent discrepancies. Each discrepancy independent variable was measured by dividing the 
total discrepancy between the Actual Self and the referent into three groups, labeled Low, 
Medium, and High Discrepancy. Demographic information was included as covariates to control 
for any moderating effect they might have on the relationship between these variables. These 
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demographics included gender, race/ethnicity, year in school, living situation (with whom 
participants lived and where), and their level of financial dependence on their parents. 
Hypothesis 1a: Participation in Deviant Leisure as a Function of Actual-Ideal Self 
Discrepancies 
Inspection of the cell means (Table 4.1A) seemed to indicate little difference in deviant 
leisure participation as a function of the discrepancy between the actual self and the ideal self. 
For total deviant behaviors, all three groups indicated they had participated in an average of 9 to 
10 deviant leisure activities and predictably, the number of activities fell somewhat when 
limiting the scope of time to Recent Deviant Leisure Activities. The data for the time spent 
dependent variable also showed minimal apparent differences between groups. In the 
MANCOVA reflecting actual self to ideal self discrepancy, the multivariate Personal 
Discrepancy Groups main effect was nonsignificant (Table 4.1B), indicating no differences in 




Table 4.1. Cell means and Multivariate Analysis of Covariance for Personal Discrepancy for 
participation in deviant leisure dependent variables 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Personal Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Total Activities Low 9.63 3.39 129 
Medium 9.79 3.13 130 
High 9.42 3.31 127 
 (9.61) (3.27) (386) 
Recent Activities Low 7.84 2.97 129 
Medium 7.88 2.83 130 
High 7.32 2.82 127 
 (7.69) (2.88) (386) 
Time Spent Low 24.03 13.17 129 
Medium 24.21 13.06 130 
High 22.46 11.39 127 
 (23.58) (12.56) (386) 
 
B. MANCOVA summary table 
Effect error df hypothesis df F p 
Personal Discrepancy Pillai’s Trace 752.00 6.00 .75 .613 
Wilks’ Lambda 750.00 6.00 .75 .613 





Variable SS df MS F p 
Personal 
Discrepancy 
Total Activities 4.18 2.00 2.09 .24 .787 
  error 3280.00 377.00 8.70   
Recent Activities 16.32 2.00 8.16 1.26 .285 
  error 2444.46 377.00 6.48   
Time Spent 128.88 2.00 64.44 .52 .592 
   error 46280.11 377.00 122.76   
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Hypothesis 1b: Participation in Deviant Leisure as a Function of Discrepancies between 
Actual Self and Ought Other Referent Groups  
Actual Self-Other Students Discrepancy 
While the Personal Self (Actual-Ideal) discrepancies did not show differences, the cell 
means for the Actual-Students Discrepancy groups appeared to be more dissimilar, and this was 
confirmed by the statistical findings. The MANCOVA reflecting Actual Self-Students 
Discrepancy yielded a significant multivariate Groups main effect (Table 4.2B) indicating 
differences in deviant leisure participation as a function of the amount of discrepancy between 
one’s actual self and other students. Univariate tests showed a significant Students Groups main 
effect for total deviant leisure activities ever done (p < .01); post-hoc tests revealed that the Low 
Actual-Student discrepancy group participated in significantly fewer (p < .01) total deviant 
activities than the Medium Discrepancy group. No differences were detected between the High 
Discrepancy group and the Medium or Low groups (all p > .05). The univariate F-test for Recent 
Deviant Leisure Activities was also statistically significant. Post-hoc tests revealed that the Low 
Discrepancy group had participated in significantly fewer Recent Deviant Leisure Activities (p < 
.05) than the Medium Discrepancy group. The univariate test of group differences for time spent 




Table 4.2. Cell means and Multivariate Analysis of Covariance for Students’ Discrepancy for 
participation in deviant leisure dependent variables 
 






Total Activities Low 8.99 3.08 134 
Medium 10.24 3.13 127 
High 9.83 3.27 123 
 (9.67) (3.19) (384) 
Recent Activities Low 7.26 2.72 134 
Medium 8.02 2.74 127 
High 7.89 2.95 123 
 (7.72) (2.82) (384) 
Time Spent Low 22.26 12.62 134 
Medium 24.30 12.11 127 
High 24.72 12.70 123 
 (23.72) (12.49) (384) 
 
B. MANCOVA summary table 
Effect error df hypothesis df F p 
Students’ Discrepancy Pillai’s Trace 748.00 6.00 2.22 .039 
Wilks’ Lambda 746.00 6.00 2.24 .038 





Variable SS df MS F p 
Students’ 
Discrepancy 
Total Activities 86.58 2.00 43.29 5.38 .005 
  error 3016.96 375.00 8.05   
Recent Activities 36.24 2.00 18.12 2.98 .052 
  error 2279.99 375.00 6.08   
Time Spent 256.54 2.00 128.27 1.06 .346 




The Actual Parents discrepancy data, when used to divide participants into High, Low, 
and Medium groups, appeared to show minimal differences. The cell means (Table 4.3A) for 
High and Medium discrepancy groups seemed similar for Total Deviant Leisure Activities, 
Recent Deviant Leisure Activities, and for Time spent in Deviant Leisure. Results of the 
MANCOVA indicated that there were no significant Actual-Parent Discrepancy group 
differences (Table 4.3B). 
 
Table 4.3 Cell means and Multivariate Analysis of Covariance for Parents’ Discrepancy for 
participation in deviant leisure dependent variables 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Parents’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Total Activities Low 9.09 3.06 129 
Medium 10.01 3.09 128 
High 9.99 3.37 128 
 9.70 3.19 385 
Recent Activities Low 7.29 2.64 129 
Medium 8.07 2.77 128 
High 7.89 3.04 128 
 7.75 2.83 385 
Time Spent Low 21.85 11.48 129 
Medium 24.64 13.06 128 
High 24.89 12.69 128 




Table 4.3 (Cont.) 
B. MANCOVA summary table 
Effect error df Hypothesis df F p 
Parents’ Discrepancy Pillai’s Trace 750.00 6.00 1.08 .375 
Wilks’ Lambda 748.00 6.00 1.07 .377 





Variable SS df MS F p 
Parents’ 
Discrepancy 
Total Activities 35.84 2.00 17.92 2.20 .113 
  error 3066.81 376.00 8.16   
Recent Activities 18.22 2.00 9.11 1.47 .230 
  error 2324.36 376.00 6.18   
Time Spent 269.00 2.00 134.50 1.12 .326 
   error 45040.91 376.00 119.79   
 
Actual-Friends Discrepancy 
The Friends’ Discrepancy groups did not appear on examination to show a consistent 
pattern across the three participation dependent variables (Table 4.4A), and this was confirmed 
by the MANCOVA where the multivariate Groups main effect was nonsignificant (Table 4.4B). 
These findings revealed that the size of the discrepancy between one’s self and close friends did 




Table 4.4. Cell means and Multivariate Analysis of Covariance for Friends’ Discrepancy for 
participation in deviant leisure dependent variables 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Friends’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Total Activities Low 9.77 3.39 132 
Medium 9.84 3.20 129 
High 9.36 3.07 121 
 (9.67) (3.23) (382) 
Recent Activities Low 7.86 3.02 132 
Medium 7.81 2.87 129 
High 7.50 2.64 121 
 (7.73) (2.85) (382) 
Time Spent Low 24.50 13.59 132 
Medium 23.86 12.88 129 
High 22.59 10.80 121 
 (23.68) (12.52) (382) 
 
B. MANCOVA summary table 
Effect F Hypothesis df Error df p 
Friends’ Discrepancy Pillai’s Trace 744.00 6.00 .52 .795 
Wilks’ Lambda 742.00 6.00 .52 .796 





Variable SS df MS F p 
Friends’ 
Discrepancy 
Total Activities 14.51 2.00 7.26 .89 .413 
  error 3054.65 373.00 8.19   
Recent Activities 4.71 2.00 2.35 .38 .685 
  error 2315.48 373.00 6.21   
Time Spent 171.42 2.00 85.71 .72 .489 




Hypothesis 1c: Participation in Deviant Leisure as a Function of Actual Self-Ought Other 
Selves Discrepancies and Influence from Referent Groups 
This hypothesis predicted that the discrepancies between the actual self and those of each 
of the ought other referent groups, in combination with the amount of influence they were 
perceived to have, would further predict deviant leisure participation. To address this hypothesis, 
an Influence on Participation variable for each of the three referent groups was added to the 
MANCOVAs investigating the relationships between the discrepancy groups and the 
participation variables. The composition of this Influence effect varied for each of the referent 
groups, and is further explained in the corresponding section immediately below.  
Influence from Other Students 
For Other Students, the Influence variable was comprised of three groups labeled 
“Strongly Discouraged,” “Mildly Discouraged,” and “Encouraged” to reflect both the type and 
amount of their influence. Given the comparative lack of encouragement as opposed to 
discouragement, the distribution of the data necessitated that all values indicating encouragement 
to participate in deviant leisure be grouped together. The MANCOVA now incorporated a 3 
(Actual-Students Discrepancy Groups) x 3 (Student Influence Groups) factorial design for 
examining their effects on the participation dependent variables. The multivariate main effect for 
Student Influence (Table 4.5B) was found to be highly significant (p < .00), and it was 
significant for all three dependent variables (all p < .00). Post-hoc tests revealed that for Total 
Deviant Leisure Activities, respondents who had received Strong discouragement from other 
students participated in fewer deviant activities than those who had received Mild 
discouragement (p < .02) and those who had received Encouragement (p < .00). Those who had 
received Mild discouragement tended to engage in fewer deviant activities compared to those 
who had received Encouragement (p < .09). The univariate Student Influence main effect for 
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Recent Deviant Leisure Activities was significant, and post hoc tests showed that those who had 
received Strong discouragement participated in fewer activities in the past six months than those 
who received Mild discouragement (p < .00) or Encouragement (p < .00). The Mild 
discouragement group was not significantly different from the Encouragement group (p > .05) in 
recent deviant leisure participation. For Time spent in Deviant Leisure Activities, those receiving 
Strong discouragement spent less time in such activities compared to those receiving Mild 
discouragement (p < .00) and Encouragement (p < .00); again, the Mild discouragement group 
did not differ from the Encouragement group (p > .05). Neither the main effect for the Student 




Table 4.5. Cell means and Multivariate Analysis of Covariance for Students’ Discrepancy x 
Students’ Influence on Participation for participation in deviant leisure dependent variables 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 








Low 7.74 2.98 27 
Medium 9.47 2.76 30 
High 8.54 2.97 26 
 (8.61) (2.95) (83) 
Mildly Discouraged Low 9.30 2.71 61 
Medium 9.72 2.83 47 
High 10.33 3.23 51 
 (9.75) (2.94) (159) 
Encouraged Low 9.54 2.94 39 
Medium 11.43 3.16 42 
High 10.21 3.28 39 
 (10.42) (3.20) (120) 
Total Low 9.04 2.90 127 
Medium 10.26 3.04 119 
High 9.89 3.25 116 
 (9.71) (3.10) (362) 
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Low 6.19 2.22 27 
Medium 7.40 2.31 30 
High 6.50 2.60 26 
 (6.72) (2.41) (83) 
Mildly Discouraged Low 7.57 2.70 61 
Medium 7.79 2.64 47 
High 8.43 3.06 51 
 (7.91) (2.81) (159) 
Encouraged Low 7.54 2.37 39 
Medium 8.81 2.86 42 
High 8.28 2.80 39 
 (8.22) (2.72) (120) 
 Total Low 7.27 2.55 127 
Medium 8.05 2.69 119 
High 7.95 2.96 116 
 (7.74) (2.75) (362) 
Time Spent Strongly 
Discouraged 
Low 17.89 8.92 27 
Medium 20.80 8.04 30 
High 18.46 9.96 26 
 (19.12) (8.95) (83) 
Mildly Discouraged Low 23.41 13.05 61 
Medium 22.43 11.00 47 
High 27.63 14.50 51 
 (24.47) (13.09) (159) 
Encouraged Low 23.46 10.59 39 
Medium 29.05 13.93 42 
High 25.95 10.98 39 
 (26.22) (12.11) (120) 
Total Low 22.25 11.68 127 
Medium 24.35 11.96 119 
High 25.01 12.88 116 




Table 4.5 (Cont.) 
B. MANCOVA summary table 
Effect error df hypothesis df F p 
Students’ Influence on 
Participation 
Pillai’s Trace 692.00 6.00 4.12 .000 
Wilks’ Lambda 690.00 6.00 4.17 .000 
Hotelling’s Trace 688.00 6.00 4.21 .000 
Students’ Discrepancy Pillai’s Trace 692.00 6.00 2.36 .029 
Wilks’ Lambda 690.00 6.00 2.38 .028 
Hotelling’s Trace 688.00 6.00 2.39 .027 
Students’ Influence  
on Participation x 
Students’ Discrepancy 
Pillai’s Trace 1041.00 12.00 1.41 .156 
Wilks’ Lambda 913.08 12.00 1.41 .154 









Total Activities 139.49 2.00 69.74 9.79 .000 
Recent Activities 99.18 2.00 49.59 9.00 .000 
Time Spent 2218.68 2.00 1109.34 10.26 .000 
Students’ 
Discrepancy 
Total Activities 89.85 2.00 44.92 6.31 .002 
Recent Activities 44.67 2.00 22.33 4.05 .018 






Total Activities 61.31 4.00 15.33 2.15 .074 
  error 2472.07 347.00 7.12   
Recent Activities 45.83 4.00 11.46 2.08 .083 
  error 1911.91 347.00 5.51   
Time Spent 1316.65 4.00 329.16 3.04 .017 
   error 37535.06 347.00 108.17   
 
Influence from Parents 
Analyses were conducted to assess whether parents’ degree of influence and their 
discrepancy with respondents’ self-ratings would affect participation in deviant leisure. 
Preliminary inspection of parents’ degree of influence data revealed there to be very little 
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encouragement (i.e. positive values for Influence on Participation) and therefore necessitated that 
the Influence factor contain only two groups reflecting discouragement (strong and mild). In the 
3 (Actual-Parent Discrepancy Groups) x 2 (Parent Influence on Participation) MANCOVA, the 
multivariate main effect for Parent Influence was significant (p < .01). In addition, all of the 
participation dependent variables were significant (Table 4.6B) including Total Deviant Leisure 
Activities (p < .02), Recent Deviant Leisure Activities (p < .01), and the Time Spent in Deviant 
Leisure (p < .00). Post-hoc tests revealed that the Strong discouragement group exhibited 
significantly less Total Deviant Leisure behavior (p < .02), Recent Deviant Leisure behavior (p < 
.01), and Time Spent in deviant leisure (p < .00) than the Mild discouragement group. No 
differences were found between the three Actual-Parent Discrepancy Groups in deviant leisure 
participation, nor was there an interaction observed between Actual-Parent Discrepancy Groups 




Table 4.6. Cell means and Multivariate Analysis of Covariance for Parents’ Influence on 
Participation x Parents’ Discrepancy for participation in deviant leisure dependent variables 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
  







Low 9.11 2.61 61 
Medium 9.83 3.28 69 
High 9.27 2.97 64 
 (9.42) (2.98) (194) 
Mildly Discouraged Low 8.95 2.88 41 
Medium 10.89 3.25 28 
High 10.66 3.41 47 
 (10.11) (3.28) (116) 
 Total Low 9.05 2.71 102 
Medium 10.13 3.29 97 
High 9.86 3.22 111 





Low 7.39 2.45 61 
Medium 8.00 2.85 69 
High 7.09 2.62 64 
 (7.51) (2.67) (194) 
Mildly Discouraged Low 7.02 2.38 41 
Medium 9.11 3.12 28 
High 8.57 2.98 47 
 (8.16) 2.92 116 
Total Low 7.25 2.42 102 
Medium 8.32 2.96 97 
High 7.72 2.86 111 
 (7.75) (2.78) (310) 
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Table 4.6 (Cont.) 
Time Spent Strongly 
Discouraged 
Low 21.85 10.40 61 
Medium 24.39 12.83 69 
High 21.44 10.89 64 
 (22.62) (11.49) (194) 
Mildly Discouraged Low 21.05 10.34 41 
Medium 31.18 15.58 28 
High 28.15 12.70 47 
 (26.37) (13.25) (116) 
Total Low 21.53 10.33 102 
Medium 26.35 13.94 97 
High 24.28 12.10 111 




Table 4.6 (Cont.) 
B. MANCOVA summary table 
Effect error df hypothesis df F p 
Parents’ Influence on 
Participation 
Pillai’s Trace 296.00 3.00 4.01 .008 
Wilks’ Lambda 296.00 3.00 4.01 .008 
Hotelling’s Trace 296.00 3.00 4.01 .008 
Parents’ Discrepancy Pillai’s Trace 594.00 6.00 1.42 .205 
Wilks’ Lambda 592.00 6.00 1.42 .205 
Hotelling’s Trace 590.00 6.00 1.42 .206 
Parents’ Influence on 
Participation x Parents’ 
Discrepancy 
Pillai’s Trace 594.00 6.00 1.42 .205 
Wilks’ Lambda 592.00 6.00 1.42 .205 





Variable SS df MS F p 
Parents’ Influence 
on Participation 
Total Activities 38.54 1.00 38.54 5.23 .023 
Recent Activities 39.46 1.00 39.46 7.04 .008 
Time Spent 1323.15 1.00 1323.15 11.95 .001 
Parents’ 
Discrepancy 
Total Activities 34.29 2.00 17.14 2.32 .100 
Recent Activities 29.86 2.00 14.93 2.66 .071 
Time Spent 743.36 2.00 371.68 3.36 .036 
Parents’ Influence 
on Participation x 
Parents’ 
Discrepancy 
Total Activities 29.50 2.00 14.75 2.00 .137 
  error 2197.89 298.00 7.38   
Recent Activities 39.31 2.00 19.66 3.51 .031 
  error 1670.63 298.00 5.61   
Time Spent 762.71 2.00 381.36 3.44 .033 
   error 1670.63 298.00 5.61   
 
Influence from Close Friends  
Inspection of the Influence on Participation data from close friends showed a range of 
positive and negative influence, thus permitting comparisons between three groups labeled 
“strongly discouraged,” “mildly discouraged,” and “encouraged.” The multivariate main effect 
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for Friends’ Influence was highly significant (p < .00; Table 4.7B), as were the univariate tests of 
Friends Influence for all three participation dependent variables (all p < .00). Post-hoc tests 
revealed that the Strongly discouraged group had participated in fewer total deviant activities 
than the Mildly discouraged (p < .02) and the Encouraged groups (p < .00), and those who were 
Mildly discouraged had done fewer activities than those who had Encouraging close friends (p < 
.01). This same pattern also occurred in the analyses examining Recent Deviant Leisure, wherein 
those who were Strongly discouraged by their close friends had done fewer deviant activities 
than those who were Mildly discouraged (p < .01) and those who were Encouraged (p < .00). In 
addition, the Mildly discouraging group had done less Recent Deviant Leisure than those who 
were in the Encouraging group (p < .01). For Time Spent in Deviant Leisure, those who were 
Strongly discouraged had spent less time than those who were Mildly discouraged (p < .01) or 
Encouraged (p < .00), and those who were Mildly discouraged by close friends spent less time 




Table 4.7. Cell means and Multivariate Analysis of Covariance for Friends’ Influence x Friends’ 
Discrepancy for participation in deviant leisure dependent variables 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
  







Low 8.47 1.60 15 
Medium 7.46 3.09 26 
High 8.00 2.48 15 
 (7.87) (2.59) (56) 
Mildly Discouraged Low 9.69 3.38 67 
Medium 10.20 2.90 51 
High 8.77 2.67 53 
 (9.56) (3.07) (171) 
 Encouraged Low 10.52 3.23 42 
Medium 11.02 3.13 42 
High 10.37 3.13 49 
 (10.62) (3.15) (133) 
Total Low 9.82 3.21 124 
Medium 9.89 3.28 119 
High 9.34 2.97 117 
 (9.69) (3.16) (360) 
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Low 6.87 1.46 15 
Medium 5.73 2.03 26 
High 5.93 2.22 15 
 (6.09) (1.98) (56) 
Mildly Discouraged Low 7.66 3.08 67 
Medium 8.39 2.88 51 
High 7.02 2.10 53 
 (7.68) (2.79) (171) 
Encouraged Low 8.57 2.89 42 
Medium 8.60 2.87 42 
High 8.39 2.74 49 
 (8.51) (2.81) (133) 
Total Low 7.87 2.90 124 
Medium 7.88 2.93 119 
High 7.45 2.54 117 
 (7.74) (2.80) (360) 
Time Spent Strongly 
Discouraged 
Low 17.47 7.42 15 
Medium 14.85 7.73 26 
High 17.73 9.00 15 
 (16.32) (7.98) (56) 
Mildly Discouraged Low 22.99 12.40 67 
Medium 26.33 12.92 51 
High 20.09 9.14 53 
 (23.09) (11.85) (171) 
 Encouraged Low 29.52 13.79 42 
Medium 27.93 13.54 42 
High 26.16 10.66 49 
 (27.78) (12.62) (133) 
Total Low 24.53 12.97 124 
Medium 24.39 13.16 119 
High 22.33 10.27 117 




Table 4.7 (Cont.) 
B. MANCOVA summary table 
Effect error df hypothesis df F p 
Friends’ Influence on 
Participation 
Pillai’s Trace 688.00 6.00 5.95 .000 
Wilks’ Lambda 686.00 6.00 6.07 .000 
Hotelling’s Trace 684.00 6.00 6.20 .000 
Friends’ Discrepancy Pillai’s Trace 688.00 6.00 .29 .940 
Wilks’ Lambda 686.00 6.00 .29 .941 
Hotelling’s Trace 684.00 6.00 .29 .941 
Friends’ Influence on 
Participation x 
Friends’ Discrepancy 
Pillai’s Trace 1035.00 12.00 1.75 .052 
Wilks’ Lambda 907.78 12.00 1.75 .053 





Variable SS df MS F p 
Friends’ Influence 
on Participation 
Total Activities 180.31 2.00 90.15 12.41 .000 
Recent Activities 141.50 2.00 70.75 12.69 .000 
Time Spent 3564.50 2.00 1782.25 17.00 .000 
Friends’ 
Discrepancy 
Total Activities 8.78 2.00 4.39 .60 .547 
Recent Activities 7.87 2.00 3.93 .71 .495 
Time Spent 92.92 2.00 46.46 .44 .642 
Friends’ Influence 
on Participation x 
Friends’ 
Discrepancy 
Total Activities 71.19 4.00 17.80 2.45 .046 
  error 2506.95 345.00 7.27   
Recent Activities 54.23 4.00 13.56 2.43 .047 
  error 1923.88 345.00 5.58   
Time Spent 702.89 4.00 175.72 1.68 .155 
   error 36170.87 345.00 104.84   
 
The interaction between the Friends’ Discrepancy and Friends degree of Influence was 
statistically significant (p < .05). This Friends Discrepancy x Friends Influence interaction was 
significant for Total Deviant Leisure Activities (p < .05) and Recent Deviant Leisure Activities 
(p < .05), but not for Time Spent in Deviant Leisure (p > .05). Among Total Deviant Leisure 
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Activities, post-hoc tests indicated that the Medium discrepancy/Strong discouragement group 
exhibited the most differences and engaged in fewer total deviant leisure activities than the Low 
discrepancy/Mild discouragement (p < .01), the Medium discrepancy/Mild discouragement 
group (p < .03), the Low discrepancy/Encouragement group (p < .03), the Medium 
discrepancy/Encouragement group (p < .00), and the High discrepancy/Encouragement group (p 
< .00). In addition, the High Discrepancy/Mild Discouragement group did fewer Total Deviant 
Leisure Activities than the Medium Discrepancy/Encouragement group (p < .00) as well as the 
High Discrepancy/Encouraged group (p < .02).  
When examining Recent Deviant Leisure Activities, the Mild Discrepancy/Strong 
Discouragement group again showed the greatest number of significant differences with fewer 
recent activities than the Low Discrepancy/Mild Discouragement group (p < .02), the Medium 
Discrepancy/Mild Discouragement group (p < .00), the Low Discrepancy/Encouragement group 
(p < .01), the Medium Discrepancy/Encouragement group (p < .00), and the High 
Discrepancy/Encouragement group (p < .00). In addition, the High Discrepancy/Mild 
Discouragement group did fewer Recent Deviant Leisure Activities than the Medium 
Discrepancy/Encouraged group (p < .04) and the High Discrepancy/Encouraged group (p < .02). 
Finally, the High Discrepancy/Strongly Discouraged group did fewer recent activities than the 
High Discrepancy/Encouraged group (p < .05). While all three discrepancy groups show an 
increase in both total and recent deviant leisure as their perceived discouragement weakens, the 
Medium Discrepancy group shows a sharp rise between the Strongly Discouraged and the Mildly 
Discouraged groups for both sets of deviant behaviors. The interaction for the significant 
participation dependent variables of Total Deviant Leisure Activities and Recent Deviant Leisure 




































Friends' Influence on Enjoyment 
Figure 4.1. Friends' Influence on Enjoyment x Friends' Discrepancy for 






























Friends' Influence on Enjoyment 
Figure 4.2. Friends' Influence on Enjoyment x Friends' Discrepancy for 




For the first hypotheses, the covariates of Gender, Year in School, and Race/Ethnicity 
(Appendix G. Table G.1) were found to be significant in all MANCOVAs. While the designation 
of these variables as covariates was to partial their effect from testing for group differences, it 
was of interest to explore each of these variables further. For Gender, women engaged in fewer 
Total Deviant Behaviors than men, they engaged in fewer Recent Deviant Leisure Activities than 
men, and women had less Time Spent participating in deviant leisure than men. Further 
inspection of the significant Year in School covariate revealed that college seniors engaged in 
more Total Deviant Leisure behaviors than both sophomores and juniors. Sophomores had 
engaged in fewer Recent Deviant Leisure Activities, and they spent less time engaged in deviant 
leisure in comparison to both juniors and seniors. Comparisons between Caucasian sample 
members and those in a Minority group showed significant differences on all of the participation 
measures. For this Race/Ethnicity covariate, it was found that Caucasians engaged in more 
deviant leisure behaviors both in total and in the past six months, and they participated for longer 
amounts of time compared to minority participants.  
Research Question 2: Self-Discrepancy Theory and Desire to Change Participation in 
Deviant Leisure 
This research question and hypotheses constituted a further test of the extent to which 
Self-Discrepancy Theory could be applied to various measures of deviant leisure. The focus here 
was on whether the self-discrepancy data could be utilized to explain the individual’s desire to 
change their deviant leisure participation. Univariate Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was 
used to ascertain whether there were significant differences in the desire to change the time spent 
participating in deviant leisure as a function of the size of the discrepancies between the actual 
self and the ideal self, as well as the actual self and the three ought other referent groups (other 
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students, parents, close friends). The discrepancies from actual self to the ideal self, and to each 
referent group, were again divided into three groups labeled “Low,” “Medium,” and “High” 
degree of discrepancy. The dependent variable was measured by the extent to which respondents 
wished to perform deviant leisure activities more, less, or to the same extent than they had been 
doing previously. Scores on the Desire to Change variable ranged from -10, where negative 
values indicated the extent to which an individual desired to decrease their deviant leisure 
activity, to +10, with positive scores signifying the extent to which an individual desired to 
increase their deviant leisure behavior participation. A score of “0” indicated the desire to make 
no changes to previous levels of participation. Demographic information of gender, race, year in 
school, with whom participants lived, where they lived, and level of financial dependence on 
parents were included as covariates to once again control for any possible moderating effects.  
Hypothesis 2a: Desire to Change Time Spent in Deviant Leisure as a Function of Actual-Ideal 
Self Discrepancies 
Inspection of the cell means (Table 4.8A) showed that all three Personal Discrepancy 
groups expressed a desire to decrease their participation in deviant leisure activities. Those in the 
Low discrepancy group appeared to have the least desire to reduce participation, while those 
with the Highest discrepancy showed the strongest desire to decrease participation. The 
ANCOVA revealed that the Personal Discrepancy Groups main effect was nonsignificant (Table 
4.8B), indicating that these apparent differences in the desire to change participation in deviant 




Table 4.8. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Personal Discrepancy for desire to change 
deviant leisure participation 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Personal Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Desire to Change Deviant 
Leisure Participation 
Low -.84 1.71 127 
Medium -1.15 2.14 131 
High -1.33 2.44 127 
 (-1.11) (2.12) (385) 
 
B. ANCOVA summary table 
Source 
Dependent 
Variable SS df MS F p 
Personal 
Discrepancy 
 Desire to Change 14.62 2.00 7.31 1.70 .184 
  error 1619.13 376.00 4.31   
 
Hypothesis 2b: Desire to Change Time Spent in Deviant Leisure as a Function of Actual Self-
Ought Other Self Discrepancies 
ANCOVA was used to ascertain whether there were significant differences in the desire 
to change participation dependent variable as a function of discrepancies between the actual self 
and the parent, friends, and other students ought other referent groups. Three separate 
ANCOVAs were conducted, with the degree of discrepancy between the actual self and the three 
referent groups as the independent variable, each divided into Low, Medium, and High degrees 
of  discrepancy. Demographic information (gender, race, year in school, with whom and where 
participants lived, and their level of financial dependence) was again specified as covariates. 
Actual-Students Discrepancy 
When examining Students’ discrepancy, all three groups showed an apparent desire to 
reduce deviant leisure behavior, however, the Students’ Discrepancy Groups main effect was 
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nonsignificant in the ANCOVA (Table 4.9). This indicated that, while all groups wanted to 
reduce their deviant leisure, no one group wanted to do so more than the others.  
 
Table 4.9. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Actual-Students Discrepancy for desire to 
change deviant leisure participation 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Students’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Desire to Change Deviant 
Leisure Participation 
Low -.99 2.04 134 
Medium -1.12 1.98 127 
High -1.15 2.33 123 
 (-1.08) (2.11) (384) 
 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Students’ 
Discrepancy 
 Desire to Change .65 2.00 .32 .08 .927 
  error 1615.42 375.00 4.31   
 
Actual-Parents Discrepancy 
The Parents’ Discrepancy group data showed all cell means to be negative, indicating a 
general desire to reduce deviant leisure participation. The results of the ANCOVA reflecting the 
size of the Parents’ Discrepancy indicated that the Groups main effect was nonsignificant (Table 
4.10) revealing no differences in the desire to change participation as a function of the size of the 
discrepancy with parents.  
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Table 4.10. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Parents’ Discrepancy for desire to 
change deviant leisure participation 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Parents’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Desire to Change Deviant 
Leisure Participation 
Low -1.03 2.04 129 
Medium -.98 1.97 128 
High -1.32 2.23 128 
 (-1.11) (2.09) (385) 
 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Parents’ 
Discrepancy 
Negative Affect 8.69 2.00 4.34 1.04 .356 
  error 1574.71 376.00 4.19   
 
Actual-Friends Discrepancy 
The pattern of a consistent desire to reduce deviant leisure was evident when viewing the 
Friends’ Discrepancy group means, however, the ANCOVA indicated no significant differences 
based on the size of the discrepancy (Table 4.11).  
 
Table 4.11. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Friends’ Discrepancy for desire to 
change deviant leisure participation 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Friends’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Desire to Change Deviant 
Leisure Participation 
Low -.97 2.15 132 
Medium -1.10 1.98 129 
High -1.31 2.22 121 
 (-1.12) (2.12) (382) 
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Table 4.11 (Cont.) 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Friends’ 
Discrepancy 
 Desire to Change 5.98 2.00 2.99 .69 .501 
  error 1610.58 373.00 4.32   
 
Significant Covariates 
For the second hypothesis, the covariates of Gender and Year in School (Appendix G. 
Table G.2) were found to be significant in all ANCOVAs and are explored further. Post-hoc tests 
indicated that women desired to make greater reductions in their deviant leisure activities than 
men. Follow up analysis for Year in School revealed that seniors wanted to reduce their deviant 
leisure participation more than sophomores. The difference between juniors and sophomores in 
the desire to change deviant leisure participation was nonsignificant. 
Research Question 3: Self-Discrepancy Theory and Affect during Deviant Leisure 
The extent to which Self-Discrepancy Theory could be used to predict the positive and 
negative affect that might be experienced during deviant leisure was the focus of this hypothesis. 
Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was used to ascertain whether there were significant 
differences in both the positive and negative affect accompanying deviant leisure as a function of 
the discrepancies between the actual self and ideal self, as well as the actual self and the three 
referent groups (students, parents, close friends). Eight separate 1-way ANCOVAs, four for 
positive affect and four for negative affect, were conducted for the Actual Self-Ideal Self 
discrepancy, and the three Actual Self-Ought Other Self discrepancies for the Positive Affect and 
Negative Affect data. In addition, another six separate 2-way ANCOVAs were run for the last 
two hypotheses which examined potential interactions between the referent groups’ discrepancy 
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scores and their corresponding Influence on Enjoyment scores. Each set of discrepancy scores 
was again converted into a Discrepancy Groups main effect with Low, Medium, and High levels 
representing the degree of discrepancy. The two dependent variables were measured on 10-point 
scales that assessed the degree of positive affect and negative affect. Demographic information 
was again included as covariates to control for any moderating effects; the covariates were 
Gender, Race/Ethnicity, Year in School, Living with Whom, Living Where, and their level of 
Financial Dependence on their parents.  
Hypothesis 3a: Actual-Ideal Self Discrepancies and Positive Affect 
Inspection of the cell means for positive affect for the three Personal Discrepancy groups 
revealed that all groups exhibited means near the center of the range, and the ANCOVA showed 
no differences in positive affect between the them (Table 4.12). This result led to the conclusion 
that positive affect during deviant leisure did not differ as a function of the size of the 
discrepancy between one’s actual and ideal self. No covariates exhibited significance (all p > 
.05). 
 
Table 4.12. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Personal Discrepancy for Positive Affect 
during deviant leisure  
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Personal Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Positive Affect Low 6.13 1.42 127 
Medium 5.79 1.40 131 
High 5.97 1.30 127 




Table 4.12 (Cont.) 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Personal 
Discrepancy 
Positive Affect 7.89 2.00 3.94 2.10 .124 
  error 705.57 376.00 1.88   
 
Hypothesis 3b: Actual Self – Ought Other Discrepancies and Positive Affect 
Actual Self-Students Discrepancy 
The Students’ discrepancy also showed means near the center of the positive affect range, 
but like the Actual-Ideal analysis, in the ANCOVA the groups main effect was nonsignificant 
(Table 4.13). However, the Gender covariate showed significance (p < .000). 
 
Table 4.13. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Students’ Discrepancy for Positive 
Affect during deviant leisure  
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Students’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Positive Affect Low 5.90 1.43 134 
Medium 6.14 1.26 127 
High 5.89 1.38 123 
 (5.98) (1.36) (384) 
 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Students’ 
Discrepancy 
Positive Affect 5.97 2.00 2.99 1.62 .199 




The Parents discrepancy groups showed a similar pattern, with minimal apparent 
differences between the groups for scores on positive affect. In the ANCOVA reflecting actual 
self to parents’ discrepancy, the Groups main effect was nonsignificant (Table 4.14), indicating 
no differences in positive affect experienced during deviant leisure as a function of the size of the 
discrepancy between one’s actual self and perceived parents’ ratings. No covariates exhibited 
significance (all p > .05). 
 
Table 4.14. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Parents’ Discrepancy for Positive Affect 
during deviant leisure  
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Parents’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Positive Affect Low 5.84 1.53 129 
Medium 6.09 1.36 128 
High 5.94 1.19 128 
 (5.96) (1.36) (385) 
 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Parents’ 
Discrepancy 
Positive Affect 3.27 2.00 1.63 .88 .417 
  error 699.74 376.00 1.86   
 
Actual-Friends Discrepancy 
The Friends discrepancy groups did not diverge from previous trends in that cell means 
indicated moderate positive affect and minimal differences between groups. The ANCOVA 
reflecting the discrepancy between actual self and close friends’ discrepancy was nonsignificant 
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(Table 4.15), indicating no differences in positive affect between the three groups. However, the 
Race/Ethnicity covariate showed significance (p < .044). 
 
Table 4.15. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Friends’ Discrepancy for Positive Affect 
during deviant leisure  
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
 
Friends’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Positive Affect Low 6.13 1.40 132 
Medium 5.93 1.36 129 
High 5.80 1.32 121 
 (5.96) (1.37) (382) 
 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Friends’ 
Discrepancy 
Positive Affect 7.49 2.00 3.75 2.03 .133 
  error 689.84 373.00 1.85   
 
Hypothesis 3c: Actual-Ideal Self Discrepancies and Negative Affect 
Examination of the cell means for the Personal Discrepancy groups indicated that the 
Low discrepancy group appeared to have less negative affect during deviant leisure than the 
other two groups (Table 4.16A). The ANCOVA yielded a significant Personal Discrepancy 
Groups main effect (p < .00; Table 4.16B), with post-hoc tests revealing that the Low 
Discrepancy group felt significantly less negative affect than both the Medium (p < .003) and the 
High Discrepancy groups (p < .04). No difference in negative affect was found between the 
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Medium Discrepancy group and the High Discrepancy group (p > .05). The Year in School 
covariate approached conventional levels of significance (p < .058). 
 
Table 4.16. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Personal Discrepancy for Negative 
Affect during deviant leisure  
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Personal Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Negative Affect Low 3.57 1.56 127 
Medium 4.18 1.51 131 
High 4.04 1.34 127 
 (3.93) (1.49) (385) 
 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Personal 
Discrepancy 
Negative Affect 25.56 2.00 12.78 5.91 .003 
  error 813.58 376.00 2.16   
 
Hypothesis 3d: Actual Self – Ought Other Discrepancies and Negative Affect 
Actual-Students Discrepancy 
The Students’ discrepancy groups did not appear to show the same variation in the means 
that was seen among the Personal discrepancy groups. In the ANCOVA reflecting Actual Self to 
Students discrepancy, the Groups main effect was nonsignificant (Table 4.17), indicating no 
differences in negative affect during deviant leisure as a function of the size of the discrepancy 
between one’s actual self and other students. No covariates exhibited significance (all p > .05). 
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Table 4.17. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Students’ Discrepancy for Negative 
Affect during deviant leisure  
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Students’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Negative Affect Low 3.87 1.54 134 
Medium 3.83 1.52 127 
High 4.07 1.40 123 
 (3.92) (1.49) (384) 
 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Students’ 
Discrepancy 
Negative Affect 4.40 2.00 2.20 1.00 .370 
  error 826.37 375.00 2.20   
 
Actual-Parents Discrepancy 
The Medium discrepancy group appeared to show the highest negative affect for the 
Parents’ discrepancy data, however the ANCOVA found that there were no group differences 
(Table 4.18). No covariates exhibited significance (all p > .05). 
 
Table 4.18. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Parents’ Discrepancy for Negative 
Affect during deviant leisure  
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Parents’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Negative Affect Low 3.94 1.67 129 
Medium 3.78 1.44 128 
High 4.10 1.34 128 
 (3.94) (1.49) (385) 
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Variable SS df MS F p 
Parents’ 
Discrepancy 
Negative Affect 6.62 2.00 3.31 1.49 .226 
  error 832.22 376.00 2.21   
 
Actual-Friends Discrepancy 
The High Friends’ discrepancy group appeared to feel more negative affect during 
deviant leisure than the other two Friends’ Discrepancy groups. In the ANCOVA, no significant 
group differences were found, however (Table 4.19). No covariates exhibited significance (all p 
> .05). 
 
Table 4.19. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Friends’ Discrepancy for Negative 
Affect during deviant leisure  
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Friends’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard. 
Deviation n 
Negative Affect Low 3.81 1.61 132 
Medium 3.87 1.46 129 
High 4.13 1.38 121 
 (3.93) (1.49) (382) 
 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Friends’ 
Discrepancy 
Negative Affect 8.32 2.00 4.16 1.88 .154 
  error 826.35 373.00 2.22   
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Hypothesis 3e: Actual Self – Ought Other Discrepancies, Influence, and Positive Affect 
In looking further at the positive affect that might have occurred during deviant leisure 
activities, the degree of influence on participants’ enjoyment was added to the analysis of 
discrepancies from referent groups. The referent group discrepancies were again used as an 
independent variable, and the Influence on Enjoyment variable for each corresponding referent 
group was added as an additional independent variable. The same covariates (Gender, 
Race/Ethnicity, Year in School, Living Where, Living with Whom, and level of Financial 
Dependence) were again included in the analyses. 
Discrepancies between Actual Self and Other Students and their Influence on Positive Affect 
The amount of influence that participants perceived other students had on their enjoyment 
was inspected, and the distribution suggested that data could be divided into three groups: 
Strongly decreased, Mildly decreased, and increased Enjoyment. These three groups formed a 
second independent variable in a 3 x 3 factorial design that was subjected to ANCOVA 
procedures (Table 4.20). Neither the main effect for Student Influence on Enjoyment or 
Students’ Discrepancies was significant, nor was their interaction for positive affect. In addition, 










Table 4.20. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Students’ Discrepancy x Students’ 
Influence on Enjoyment and Positive Affect 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Students’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Strongly Decreased Low 5.87 1.28 33 
Medium 6.10 1.49 30 
High 5.56 1.60 30 
 (5.85) (1.46) (93) 
Mildly Decreased Low 6.05 1.29 54 
Medium 6.25 1.12 48 
High 6.04 1.06 45 
 (6.11) (1.17) (147) 
Increased Low 6.05 1.35 39 
Medium 6.03 1.28 39 
High 5.99 1.45 40 
 (6.03) (1.35) (118) 
Total Low 6.01 1.30 126 
Medium 6.14 1.27 117 
High 5.90 1.36 115 
 (6.02) (1.31) (358) 
 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Students’ 
Influence  
Positive Affect 3.17 2.00 1.59 .92 .401 
Students’ 
Discrepancy 





Positive Affect 3.21 4.00 .80 .46 .763 





Discrepancies between Self and Parents and their Influence on Positive Affect 
Descriptive statistics for parents’ perceived influence on enjoyment revealed that study 
participants did not perceive that parents would increase their own enjoyment of deviant leisure. 
Therefore, only two groups formed this Parent Influence main effect, reflecting parents who 
were perceived to Strongly decrease enjoyment and those who were felt would Mildly decrease 
enjoyment of deviant leisure. This Influence variable was combined with the three Parents’ 
Discrepancy groups and their individual and combined effects were tested via ANCOVA for any 
differences in positive affect during deviant leisure. None of the main effects nor their interaction 
was found to be statistically significant (Table 4.21). None of the tested covariates were 
significant (all p > .05). 
 
Table 4.21. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Parents’ Discrepancy x Parents’ 
Influence on Enjoyment and Positive Affect 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Parents’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Strongly Decreased Low 6.06 1.33 63 
Medium 6.04 1.45 64 
High 5.71 1.19 58 
 (5.94) (1.34) (185) 
Mild Decreased Low 5.93 1.63 46 
Medium 6.47 .88 40 
High 6.14 1.17 52 
 (6.17) (1.28) (138) 
Total Low 6.00 1.46 109 
Medium 6.20 1.27 104 
High 5.91 1.20 110 
 (6.04) (1.32) (323) 
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Variable SS df MS F p 
Parent’s Influence Positive Affect 5.02 1.00 5.02 2.91 .089 
Parents’ 
Discrepancy  




Positive Affect 5.12 2.00 2.56 1.48 .229 
  error 536.84 311.00 1.73 
  
 
Discrepancies between Self and Close Friends and their Influence on Positive Affect 
While the parents’ influence on enjoyment data did not have sufficient numbers to allow 
the analysis of increased enjoyment, the friends’ analysis permitted resumption of the 3 x 3 
ANCOVA. When discrepancies and influence on enjoyment from close friends were examined 
in this ANCOVA, results revealed a significant main effect for Friends’ Discrepancy (p < .018; 
Table 4.22B). Post-hoc tests revealed that those in the Low discrepancy group experienced more 
positive affect during their deviant leisure than those in the High discrepancy group (p < .014). 
No other significant differences were found between the groups (all p > .05). No significant 
results were found for the Influence main effect or for the interaction between Friends’ Influence 
and Friends’ Discrepancy (both p > .05). In addition, the Race/Ethnicity covariate approached 






Table 4.22. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Friends’ Discrepancy x Friends’ 
Influence on Enjoyment and Positive Affect 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Friends’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Strongly Decreased Low 6.15 1.48 20 
Medium 5.72 1.44 25 
High 5.22 1.73 18 
 (5.71) (1.56) (63) 
Mildly Decreased Low 6.23 1.05 61 
Medium 5.85 1.28 50 
High 5.88 1.21 49 
 (6.01) (1.18) (160) 
Increased Low 6.14 1.56 43 
Medium 6.36 1.26 42 
High 5.91 1.22 49 
 (6.13) (1.35) (134) 
Total Low 6.19 1.31 124 
Medium 6.01 1.33 117 
High 5.79 1.32 116 
 (6.00) (1.32) (357) 
 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Friends’ Influence 
on Enjoyment 
Positive Affect 5.94 2.00 2.97 1.73 .179 
Friends’ 
Discrepancy 




Positive Affect 8.74 4.00 2.18 1.27 .282 





Hypothesis 3f: Actual Self – Ought Other Discrepancies, Influence, and Negative Affect 
Much like the previous hypothesis, the degree of influence on participants’ enjoyment 
was added to the analysis of discrepancies from referent groups to determine their effects on 
negative affect that occurred during deviant leisure activities. The referent groups’ discrepancies 
were again used as an independent variable, and the corresponding Influence on Enjoyment 
variable for each referent group was added as an additional independent variable. The same 
covariates (Gender, Race/Ethnicity, Year in School, Living Where, Living with Whom, and level 
of Financial Dependence) were again included in the analyses. 
Discrepancies between Actual Self and Other Students and their Influence on Negative Affect 
As with previous hypothesis, the Students’ Influence on Enjoyment variable was divided 
into three groups: Strongly decreased, Mildly decreased, and increased Enjoyment. These three 
groups formed a second independent variable in a 3 x 3 factorial design that was subjected to 
ANCOVA procedures (Table 4.23). Neither the main effect for Student Influence on Enjoyment 
or Students’ discrepancies was significant, nor was their interaction for Negative Affect. The 










Table 4.23. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Students’ Discrepancy x Students’ 
Influence on Enjoyment and Negative Affect 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Students’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Strongly Decreased Low 3.49 1.30 33 
Medium 3.57 1.36 30 
High 4.36 1.68 30 
 (3.79) (1.49) (93) 
Mildly Decreased Low 4.04 1.62 54 
Medium 3.71 1.53 48 
High 4.06 1.08 45 
 (3.94) (1.45) (147) 
Increased Low 3.88 1.43 39 
Medium 4.07 1.63 39 
High 3.84 1.53 40 
 (3.93) (1.52) (118) 
Total Low 3.85 1.49 126 
Medium 3.79 1.53 117 
High 4.06 1.42 115 
 (3.90) (1.48) (358) 
 








Negative Affect 1.03 2.00 .52 .24 .787 
Students’ 
Discrepancy 





Negative Affect 16.57 4.00 4.14 1.92 .107 




Discrepancies between Self and Parents and their Influence on Negative Affect 
As with the previous hypothesis, a lack of improved affect as a result of parents’ 
influence led to only two groups for the Influence variable: Strongly decreased enjoyment and 
Mildly decrease enjoyment of deviant leisure. This Influence variable was combined with the 
three Parents’ Discrepancy groups and their individual and combined effects were tested via 
ANCOVA for any differences in negative affect during deviant leisure. None of the main effects 
nor their interaction was found to be statistically significant (Table 4.24). The Year in School 
covariate exhibited significance (p < .014). 
 
Table 4.24. Cell means and Analysis of Covariance for Parents’ Discrepancy x Parents’ 
Influence on Enjoyment and Negative Affect 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Parents’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Strongly Decreased Low 3.66 1.55 63 
Medium 3.68 1.42 64 
High 4.22 1.39 58 
 (3.84) (1.47) (185) 
Mild Decreased Low 3.97 1.77 46 
Medium 3.83 1.46 40 
High 4.13 1.26 52 
 (3.99) (1.50) (138) 
Total Low 3.79 1.65 109 
Medium 3.74 1.43 104 
High 4.17 1.32 110 






Table 4.24 (Cont.) 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Parent’s Influence Negative Affect 1.32 1.00 1.32 .61 .435 
Parents’ 
Discrepancy  
Negative Affect 11.02 2.00 5.51 2.55 .079 
Parents’ 
Discrepancy x 
Parents’ Influence  
Negative Affect 2.46 2.00 1.23 .57 .566 
  error 670.75 311.00 2.16 
  
 
Discrepancies between Self and Close Friends and their Influence on Negative Affect 
The examination of Friends’ Influence allowed for the resumption of a 3 x 3 ANCOVA. 
When discrepancies and influence on enjoyment from close friends were examined in this 
ANCOVA, results revealed no significant main effects or interaction (Table 4.25). No 
differences in negative affect during deviant leisure activities were found as a function of either 
the amount of discrepancy between one’s self and close friends’ ratings, or in the amount of 











Table 4.25. Cell means and multivariate analysis of covariance for Friends’ Discrepancy x 
Friends’ Influence on Enjoyment and Negative Affect 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Friends’ Discrepancy Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Strongly Discourages Low 3.86 1.79 20 
Medium 3.75 1.37 25 
High 4.23 1.64 18 
 (3.92) (1.58) (63) 
Mildly Discourages Low 3.74 1.48 61 
Medium 4.04 1.40 50 
High 3.98 1.29 49 
 (3.91) (1.40) (160) 
Encourages Low 3.92 1.70 43 
Medium 3.63 1.47 42 
High 4.21 1.39 49 
 (3.93) (1.53) (134) 
Total Low 3.82 1.60 124 
Medium 3.83 1.42 117 
High 4.12 1.38 116 
 (3.92) (1.47) (357) 
 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Friends’ Influence 
on Enjoyment 
Negative Affect .04 2.00 .02 .01 .991 
Friends’ 
Discrepancy 




Negative Affect 8.74 4.00 2.18 1.00 .406 






It was deemed to be of interest to inspect and report on significant covariates from the 
analyses with positive and negative affect. Among the analyses for Positive Affect, 
Race/Ethnicity and Gender were found at times to be a significant covariates. (Statistical tables 
for these covariates can be found in Appendix G.) Post-hoc tests indicated that minorities 
experienced less positive affect during deviant leisure than Caucasians. In addition, females 
experienced less positive affect while engaging in deviant leisure than males at levels that 
approached conventional levels of significance. 
Within the analyses for negative affect, Gender and Year in School were significant for 
some of the analyses. Sidak post-hoc tests revealed that seniors experienced less negative affect 
during deviant leisure than both sophomores and juniors. Sophomores and juniors were not 
significantly different from one another in negative affect during deviant leisure. Despite the 
significance in some of the models, post-hoc tests indicated no differences in negative affect 
during deviant leisure as a function of one’s gender. 
Research Question 4: Perceptions of Deviant Leisure  
Multivariate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA) was used to ascertain whether there 
were significant differences in the three participation dependent variables as a function of the 
approval of deviant leisure by the participant, as well as perceptions of approval of deviant 
leisure by their parents, close friends, and fellow students.  
Hypothesis 4a: Participation in Deviant Leisure Activities and Personal Approval  
A one-way MANCOVA with three groups (Low, Medium, and High) was conducted to 
reveal whether there were differences in participation as a function of the degree of approval of 
deviant leisure by the respondents themselves. Inspection of the cell means (Table 4.26A) 
showed an increase in all three measures of deviant leisure participation as personal approval for 
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deviant leisure increased. This increase was seen in the Total Deviant Leisure Activities, Recent 
Deviant Leisure Activities (those done in the past six months), and in the Time Spent in Deviant 
Leisure Activities measures of participation. The MANCOVA reflecting personal approval of 
deviant leisure showed a significant multivariate Self Approval groups main effect (p < .00; 
Table 4.26B) indicating differences in deviant leisure participation as a function of the degree of 
personal approval.  
 
Table 4.26. Cell means and Multivariate Analysis of Covariance for Personal Approval of 
participation in deviant leisure dependent variables 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Mean Standard Deviation n 
Total Activities 8.05 2.89 129 
10.01 3.12 129 
11.02 2.98 125 
(9.68) (3.27) 383 
Recent Activities 6.49 2.54 129 
7.98 2.81 129 
8.80 2.72 125 
(7.74) (2.85) 383 
Time Spent 17.98 9.17 129 
24.71 12.06 129 
28.86 13.70 125 




Table 4.26 (Cont.) 
B. MANCOVA summary table 
Effect error df hypothesis df F p 
Personal Approval Pillai’s Trace 746.00 6.00 10.83 .000 
Wilks’ Lambda 744.00 6.00 11.30 .000 
Hotelling’s Trace 742.00 6.00 11.78 .000 
 
Univariate tests      
Source 
Dependent 
Variable df MS F p 
Personal Approval Total Activities 





















Univariate tests for all three participation measures were significant (all p < .00; Table 
4.26B). For Total Deviant Leisure Activities, post-hoc tests indicated that all three approval 
groups (Low, Medium, and High) were significantly different from one another. The Medium 
approval group participated in more deviant leisure activities than the Low Approval group (p < 
.00); and the High Approval group did more activities than both the Low (p < .00) and the 
Medium (p < .00) Personal Approval groups. For the second participation measure reflecting 
Recent Deviant Leisure Activities, the Low Approval group showed less recent deviant leisure 
participation than both the Medium and High Approval groups (both p < .00), and the High 
Approval group tended to engage in more deviant leisure activities than the Medium group (p < 
.08). For the third measure of deviant leisure participation, Time Spent in Deviant Leisure 
Activities, post-hoc tests following the significant Personal Approval main effect indicated that 
the Low Approval group spent less time engaging in deviant leisure than both the Medium and 
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High Approval groups (both p < .00), and the High Approval group showed more Time Spent in 
Deviant Activities than the Medium Approval group (p < .02). These findings indicated that 
personal approval had a significant impact on participation in deviant leisure – both in terms of 
the number of different deviant leisure activities and in the time spent doing them. As personal 
approval increased, participation in deviant leisure consistently increased as well.  
Hypothesis 4b: Participation in Deviant Leisure as a Function of Other Groups’ Approval  
Participation in deviant leisure was also explored as a function of the effect to which 
respondents felt other groups (other students, parents, and close friends) would approve or 
disapprove of these activities. Because of the curvilinear distribution of the approval data for all 
referents, each group’s approval ratings were divided into groups comprised of three levels: 
Low, Medium, and High.  
Other Students’ Approval 
Although the differences did not appear to be as pronounced, examination of the cell 
means for Total Deviant Leisure Activities and Recent Deviant Leisure Activities (Table 4.27A) 
showed activities increased as the perceptions of other students’ approval increased from Low to 
High. However, this pattern was not seen for Time Spent in Deviant Leisure Activities, as the 
Medium Student Approval group showed the largest mean. The MANCOVA reflecting 
perceptions of other students’ approval of deviant leisure showed a significant multivariate 
Students’ Approval Groups main effect (p < .03; Table 4.27B) indicating differences in deviant 
leisure participation as a function of the degree to which respondents felt other students would 
approve. A significant univariate Groups main effect for Total Deviant Leisure Activities was 
found (p < .01); post-hoc tests indicated that the High Student Approval group had participated 
in more types of deviant leisure than the Low Students Approval group (p < .01). The difference 
between the Low and Medium Approval groups approached conventional levels of significance 
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(p < .09), with the Medium Approval group tending to have participated in more deviant leisure 
activities. The difference between the High and Medium Approval groups was nonsignificant (p 
> .10). Univariate tests for Recent Deviant Leisure Activities and Time Spent in Deviant Leisure 
Activities were both nonsignificant. These findings collectively indicated that perceptions of 
other students’ approval were related to overall experimentation with deviant leisure, but they 
did not influence more recent participation or time spent in deviant leisure. 
 
Table 4.27. Cell means and Multivariate Analysis of Covariance for Students’ Approval for 
participation in deviant leisure dependent variables 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Students’ Approval Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Total Activities Low 9.02 3.36 124 
Medium 9.99 3.46 131 
High 10.05 2.74 127 
 (9.69) (3.23) (382) 
Recent Activities Low 7.53 3.18 124 
Medium 7.97 2.89 131 
High 7.74 2.44 127 
 (7.75) (2.85) (382) 
Time Spent Low 23.46 14.45 124 
Medium 24.96 11.75 131 
High 23.12 11.31 127 




Table 4.27 (Cont.) 
B. MANCOVA summary table 
Effect error df hypothesis df F p 
Students’ Approval Pillai’s Trace 744.00 6.00 2.33 .031 
Wilks’ Lambda 742.00 6.00 2.35 .030 





































Inspection of the cell means (Table 4.28A) for perceptions of parents’ approval indicated 
that the Medium and High Parent Approval groups seemed almost identical, and were greater 
than the Low Approval group for deviant leisure participation. This was observed for Total 
Deviant Leisure Activities, Recent Deviant Leisure Activities, and Time Spent in Deviant 
Leisure Activities. Results of the MANCOVA for Parents’ Approval were nonsignificant (Table 
4.28B), indicating no differences in participation as a function of the degree of parental approval. 
These findings indicated that participants’ perceptions of parental approval of deviant leisure did 




Table 4.28. Cell means and Multivariate Analysis of Covariance for Parents’ Approval for 
participation in deviant leisure dependent variables 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Parents’ Approval Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Total Activities Low 8.84 3.20 120 
Medium 10.13 3.24 131 
High 9.91 3.07 128 
 (9.65) (3.21) (379) 
Recent Activities Low 7.12 2.66 120 
Medium 8.01 2.85 131 
High 7.95 2.84 128 
 (7.71) (2.81) (379) 
Time Spent Low 20.51 10.54 120 
Medium 25.40 12.95 131 
High 25.02 12.80 128 
 (23.72) (12.35) (379) 
 
B. MANCOVA summary table 
Effect error df hypothesis df F p 
Parents’ Approval Pillai’s Trace 738.00 6.00 1.54 .162 
Wilks’ Lambda 736.00 6.00 1.55 .160 





Variable SS df MS F p 
Parents’ Approval Total Activities 38.99 2.00 19.50 2.42 .090 
  error 2978.83 370.00 8.05   
Recent Activities 25.54 2.00 12.77 2.15 .118 
  error 2200.53 370.00 5.95   
Time Spent 950.23 2.00 475.12 4.15 .016 





While parental approval appeared to have little impact on respondents’ participation in 
deviant leisure, the degree to which they thought their close friends would approve did seem to 
have an influence. The cell means (Table 4.29A) appeared to show that as friends’ approval 
increased, so did respondents’ participation in deviant leisure activities. This pattern was 
apparent for all three participation variables. The MANCOVA reflecting close Friends’ Approval 
of deviant leisure yielded a significant multivariate groups main effect (p < .00; Table 4.29B), 
and univariate tests for all three participation measures were highly significant (all p < .00). For 
Total Deviant Leisure Activities, post-hoc tests indicated that the Low Approval group 
participated in fewer Total Deviant Leisure Activities than the Medium (p < .02) or High (p < 
.00) Approval groups, and the High Approval group engaged in more deviant leisure than the 
Medium group (p < .02). For Recent Deviant Leisure Activities, the Low Approval group 
participated in fewer deviant leisure activities than the Medium (p < .01) and High (p < .00) 
Approval groups, and the High Approval group was greater than the Medium group (p < .02). 
For Time Spent in Deviant Leisure Activities, the Low Approval group spent less time than the 
Medium (p < .02) and High (p < .00) Approval groups, and the High Approval group 
participated longer in deviant leisure than the Medium group (p < .00). These findings indicated 
that close friends’ approval had a significant impact on participation in deviant leisure – both in 
terms of the number of different deviant activities and in the time spent doing them. As 





Table 4.29. Cell means and Multivariate Analysis of Covariance for Friends’ Approval for 
participation in deviant leisure dependent variables 
 
A. Cell means, standard deviations, and number of participants 
 
Friends’ Approval Mean 
Standard 
Deviation n 
Total Activities Low 8.40 3.12 136 
Medium 9.98 3.18 120 
High 10.77 2.91 129 
 (9.68) (3.22) (385) 
Recent Activities Low 6.65 2.77 136 
Medium 8.07 2.68 120 
High 8.62 2.69 129 
 (7.75) (2.84) (385) 
Time Spent Low 19.05 10.82 136 
Medium 24.90 11.91 120 
High 28.05 13.14 129 
 (23.89) (12.53) (385) 
 
B. MANCOVA summary table 
Effect error df hypothesis df F p 
Friends’ Approval Pillai’s Trace 750.00 6.00 6.57 .000 
Wilks’ Lambda 748.00 6.00 6.72 .000 





Variable SS df MS F p 
Friends’ Approval Total Activities 237.77 2.00 118.88 15.54 .000 
  error 2876.77 376.00 7.65   
Recent Activities 193.46 2.00 96.73 17.08 .000 
  error 2129.37 376.00 5.66   
Time Spent 4114.06 2.00 2057.03 18.63 .000 





The participation dependent variables, as well as the significant covariates for the 
Research Question 4 analyses and their post-hoc tests were identical to those in Research 
Question 1. For a full review of these significant covariates, see page 105; summary tables for 
these covariates can be found in Appendix G. 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, and FUTURE RESEARCH 
The fifth chapter presents the discussion and concluding remarks regarding the findings 
from the study about the relationship between Self-Discrepancy Theory and deviant leisure. The 
purpose of this study was to determine whether various discrepancies individuals perceive in 
themselves, as well as perceived discrepancies with significant referent groups, could explain 
participation in, and affective responses during, deviant leisure. Self-Discrepancy Theory posits 
that negative emotions will result from perceived discrepancies between the Actual Self and 
other aspects of the Self including the Ideal Self and the expectations of Ought Other Selves. The 
first three research questions addressed the extent to which the Theory could apply to an 
individual’s participation in deviant leisure activities (Research Question 1), their desire to 
change their participation (Research Question 2), and the affect (both positive and negative) they 
experienced while engaged in deviant leisure (Research Question 3).  
Self-Discrepancy Theory and Deviant Leisure Behavior 
While Self-Discrepancy Theory has been most commonly used to predict affective 
responses, previous literature has shown that the theory can also be predictive of behavior (e.g. 
Brunet, Sabiston, Castonguay, Ferguson & Bessette, 2012). It was hypothesized that deviant 
leisure behavior might be especially prone to prediction by Self-Discrepancy Theory based on 
the findings that Self-Discrepancy Theory was successful in predicting deviant behaviors such as 
obsessive video gaming (Li, Liau & Khoo, 2011), maladaptive eating (Anton, Perri & Riley, 
2000), and academic procrastination (Lay & Schouwenburg, 1993). While not specifically 
referencing Self-Discrepancy Theory, other research indicated that students who felt they were 
“different” from other students were less likely to engage in certain deviant leisure behaviors 
common among college students (Prentice & Miller, 1993). However, with the exception of Li, 
Liau, and Khoo (2011), the preponderance of previous research did not focus on Self-
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Discrepancy theory and deviant behaviors that could reasonably be considered within the area of 
recreation and leisure. Given the seeming disconnect between the positive affect typically 
associated with leisure experiences, especially through identity formation (Haggard & Williams, 
1992) which is so prevalent among emerging adults (Arnett, 2000), and the negative affect that 
accompanies deviant behavior (Kaplan & Lin, 2000), it was determined that an empirical study 
that explored the predictive ability of Self-Discrepancy Theory specifically within deviant leisure 
behaviors was a gap within the literature worthy of close examination. 
Participation in Deviant Leisure 
Despite suggestive previous literature, this research largely found that Self-Discrepancy 
Theory was not predictive of deviant leisure behavior, both in terms of casual experimentation or 
the frequency of participation. Results indicated that Personal Discrepancies did not have 
substantial impacts on deviant leisure participation, and it must be tentatively concluded that 
these two phenomena are not related. Among discrepancies between the participants and the 
three studied referent groups, only the discrepancies with the students appeared to be related to 
participation in deviant leisure. Interestingly, only those with small discrepancies with other 
students were affected, and these individuals engaged in less deviant leisure. Given that many of 
the deviant leisure behaviors studied have been shown to be considered “normal” (i.e. accepted) 
within the collegiate culture (Herman-Kinney & Kinney, 2013), it may be that students do not 
generally feel the need to “impress” other students with these types of behaviors, unrelated to 
any personal discrepancies. Despite this finding, discrepancies between the actual self and the 
other two referent groups (parents or close friends) showed no ability to predict deviant leisure 
participation. Previous research indicated that college students with perceived discrepancies 
towards others without a well-established attachment are more likely to conform to pressure to 
engage in deviant behaviors (Crawford & Novak, 2007). This type of influence would emanate 
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from other students, but not parents and close friends, and may explain why discrepancies with 
referent groups who are already seen as ones with an established bond (such as parents or close 
friends) were not influential, while the more nebulous relationships with “other students” did 
affect deviant leisure participation. 
Even when the degree of influence a referent group was perceived to have was 
considered, results were mixed at best. Neither other students nor parents had any impact on 
participation in deviant leisure, even if they were thought to generally exert a strong influence on 
participants’ behavior. However, close friends did appear to have an effect on the extent to which 
an individual was involved in deviant leisure. It appeared that the combination of a moderate 
discrepancy along with a strong sense of discouragement towards deviant leisure was the most 
controlling in reducing participation. In addition, as friends’ approval of deviant behaviors 
increased, engagement in such behaviors consistently did as well. As respondents reported that 
friends’ influence transitioned from strong discouragement to encouragement, they participated 
more in deviant leisure, regardless of the size of the discrepancy from the actual self. These 
findings support those found in previous research which indicated that the influence of friends 
can serve as a deterrent to common deviant behaviors in a collegiate environment (Lo & 
Globetti, 1993). While participation rose for all three discrepancy groups, those with medium 
and high discrepancies showed greater rates of increase than the low discrepancy group. In 
addition, other studies indicated that those who felt self-conscious in their relationships with 
others were more likely to conform their behavior to the expectations of their peers (Martin & 
Leary, 1999; Park, Sher & Krull, 2006). This may explain why those with a moderate or large 
discrepancy exhibited greater rates of increase in their deviant leisure behaviors as influence 
moved from strong and mild discouragement to encouragement. Larger discrepancies have been 
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found to lead to greater feelings of self-consciousness (Tracy & Robins, 2004), and those with 
greater discrepancies may conform their behavior to others’ expectations as a strategy to 
alleviate their self-consciousness. However, despite these significant findings for close friends, 
support for the utility of predictions derived from Self-Discrepancy Theory are inconclusive 
based on the lack of findings for parents and other students.  
Previous work has stated that, from a theoretical perspective, Self-Discrepancy Theory 
should lead to the self-regulation of behavior in order to avoid the negative reactions that 
accompanies perceived discrepancies (Carver & Scheier, 2001). Further, some empirically-based 
research demonstrated that collegiate intervention programs which focused on triggering 
discrepancies between an individual’s actual and ideal selves were successful in reducing some 
deviant leisure behaviors common among this cohort (McNally, Palfai & Kahler, 2005). Despite 
this suggestive evidence, the use of Self-Discrepancy Theory to predict a desire to change one’s 
deviant behavior has not received substantial attention within the extant literature. Given the 
conflicting messages concerning the acceptability of deviant leisure college students receive 
from various referent groups (DeJong, et al., 1998), they often feel confused about what deviant 
leisure behaviors are considered appropriate, and may even be expected, from their cohort 
(Prentice & Miller, 1993). Therefore, an additional purpose of the study was to determine the 
relationship(s) between the various sources of discrepancies, (personal and from the referent 
groups of other students, parents, and close friends), and an individual’s desire to change one’s 
participation in deviant leisure. Based on Self-Discrepancy Theory, it was predicted that as 
discrepancies increased, participants would desire to reduce their deviant behavior in order to 
align themselves with social expectations. Despite suggestive previous research, the present 
study found no evidence to suggest that Self-Discrepancy Theory could predict a desire to alter 
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participants’ deviant leisure participation. Both in terms of personal discrepancy and the 
discrepancies between all three referent groups, no relationships with individuals’ desire to alter 
participation were discovered. Furthermore, some evidence indicated that the “typical” student 
was satisfied with their current levels of deviant leisure behavior. For the sample, the most 
common response was satisfaction with present levels of participation in deviant leisure. Based 
on these findings, it appears that predictions from Self-Discrepancy Theory were not applicable 
to the desire to change deviant leisure behavior. 
Affect during Deviant Leisure 
In his depiction of Self-Discrepancy Theory, Higgins’ (1986) originally posited that the 
theory was most useful in the prediction of emotional responses, particularly negative affect. 
Given this emphasis, a substantial amount of research utilizing this theory has examined negative 
emotion accompanying a variety of behaviors (e.g. Heron & Smyth, 2013; Stevens, Bardeen, 
Pittman & Lovejoy, 2015; Stevens, Holmberg, Lovejoy & Pittman, 2014). Stenseng, Rise, and 
Kraft (2011) linked discrepancies and negative emotions during and after deviant leisure. 
However, these studies did not focus on college students or emerging adults. While the theory 
originally focused on negative affect, and the literature has also largely concentrated on this 
emotion, previous research has also found that low discrepancies can predict positive affect as 
well (Hardin & Larsen, 2014). However, with the exception of Stenseng et al. (2011), the 
literature has not studied the associations between Self-Discrepancy Theory, deviant leisure, and 
the resulting emotional outcomes, be they positive or negative.  
Despite the wealth of previous research on Self-Discrepancy Theory and emotional 
responses, results in the present study were mixed when testing predicted relationships with 
affective responses during deviant leisure. When specifically considering positive affect, no 
support was found for the ability of Self-Discrepancy theory to predict feelings of enjoyment (or 
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other positive emotions) during deviant leisure. None of the discrepancies, either those that were 
personal or emanating from any of the three referent groups, was shown to have any relationship 
with positive affect. However, counter to Higgins’ (1986) original assertion that Self-
Discrepancy Theory is especially relevant when considering negative emotions, the present study 
found only mild support. Results indicated that personal discrepancies conformed to predictions, 
in that those with small discrepancies did experience less negative affect during deviant leisure. 
Despite this one finding, no other results were obtained among the discrepancies for the three 
referent groups that could be regarded as confirming the application of Self-Discrepancy Theory 
to affective responses during deviant leisure. The lack of such findings leads to the conclusion 
that Self-Discrepancy Theory is only predictive of negative emotions during deviant leisure 
when considering personal discrepancies, and not those from the other referent groups. While 
previous research has found many connections between Self-Discrepancy Theory and affect, 
especially negative affect, much of this research has also found that predictive ability has been 
greatly enhanced by the inclusion of other variables, including reasoning ability (Stevens et al., 
2014), neuroticism (Wasylkiw, Fabrigar, Rainboth, Reid & Stein, 2010), and social phobia 
(Johns & Peters, 2012). While the link between Self-Discrepancy Theory and negative affect is 
well established, it is also possible that the present study did not identify other key variables 
which may have improved the ability to apply Self-Discrepancy Theory to predict emotional 
outcomes during deviant leisure. Although it attempted to do so with the by accounting for the 
influence of referent groups on enjoyment, this was ultimately unsuccessful, especially given that 




Deviant Leisure among the Emerging Adulthood Collegiate Population 
While Self-Discrepancy Theory was limited in its ability to predict various aspects of 
deviant leisure, the findings in the present study contribute to the sparse knowledge about 
deviant leisure within the Emerging Adult population. Results indicated that among college 
students, participation in deviant leisure was a common occurrence. The typical student had at 
least experimented was almost ten of the deviant leisure activities. In addition, a mere three 
students reported having never taken part in any of them. Although the numbers naturally dipped 
slightly when restricting the question to the past six months, the typical student had taken part in 
almost eight of the activities. Within the more recent time frame, only five students had not 
participated in any deviant leisure at all. This rate of experimentation is not surprising given the 
literature indicating that students typically view college as an environment that is highly 
permissive of deviant behavior (Jensen, Arnett, & Feldman & Cauffman 2002). However, the 
results also indicated that experimentation with deviant leisure did not necessarily lead to high 
rates of participation. While the frequency measure certainly showed some individuals who 
engaged in high rates of deviant leisure behavior, the mean for this variable did not approach the 
center of the range. It appears that while college is an environment that is permissive of deviant 
leisure, and while the typical student does experiment with these types of behaviors, it does not 
necessarily lead to high rates of participation. While popular media representations, such as the 
(in)famous film Animal House, depicts the collegiate experience as a consistently hedonistic 
wasteland, the results of this study seem to indicate that this is not true of the typical student. 
In an effort to learn more about deviant leisure among this population, it was deemed 
potentially informative to explore the extent to which one’s personal opinions, as well as the 
opinions of the referent groups, were influential on the rate of participation in deviant leisure. 
While some research argues that the phrase “peer pressure” has become synonymous with moral 
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panic driven by sensationalist media (Miller, Stogner, Agnich, Sanders, Bacot & Felix, 2015), 
other research indicated that individuals align aspects of their deviant behavior to chosen referent 
groups (Warr, 2002). While the long standing assumption involves participants behaving in a 
deviant manner in order to “fit in” or to be “part of the group,” recent research indicated that 
individuals are more likely to seek out peers with similar attitudes towards deviant behavior with 
whom they form peer bonds (Ragan, 2014). This research challenges the previous perception of 
the hesitant participant seeking acceptance, and instead posits that individuals choose peer 
groups which reflect their preexisting attitudes. In this manner, individuals do not typically 
engage in leisure behaviors they themselves see as inappropriate. Instead, they engage in the 
types of leisure they are interested in and, while they are aware that others may not approve of 
their choices, they do not view their behavior as problematic or wrong. While parents are often 
seen as universally discouraging towards collegiate deviant behavior, other research indicated 
that permissive parenting styles can be predictive of common collegiate deviant activities 
(Whitney & Froiland, 2015), a finding receiving some support in the present study,. However, 
other studies have reported that the influence of parents was only marginal based on the 
separation students were able to attain by moving out of their parent’s residence (Perkins, 2002). 
While a great deal of research has focused on the influence of specific groups on deviant 
behaviors among college students, less attention has been given to comparing the impacts of 
various closely connected others. The present study thus chose to compare and contrast the role 
of personal attitudes towards deviant behavior, as well as the attitudes of various referent groups. 
In addition, the majority of research has been devoted to specific deviant behaviors, such as 
alcohol consumption (Borsari & Carey, 2001), but has not utilized a wide range of deviant 
behaviors.  
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Perhaps not surprisingly, the data indicated that personal attitudes towards deviant 
behavior were highly predictive of actual participation. This finding proved to be the case for all 
three measures of deviant behavior: the total number of activities in which the individual had 
ever engaged, recent activities within the preceding six months, and the amount of time spent 
participating in deviant leisure. In addition, as the degree of disapproval decreased and then 
became approval, the amount of participation consistently increased. While others may view 
their leisure choices in negative ways, the participants themselves did not regard them as such. 
This finding again illustrates the definitional difficulty inherent in the concept of deviance, 
consisting of myriads of opinions concerning what behaviors constitute deviancy. Throughout 
the course of the present study, results emanating from the individual’s personal approval 
appeared to be the strongest and most consistent. They collectively indicated that personal 
attitudes towards deviant behavior may be the most important factor when individuals are 
choosing whether or not to engage in this type of leisure behavior.  
While personal attitudes towards deviant leisure were potent forecasters of participation 
and affect, other students’ attitudes were not found to be as influential. These attitudes 
consistently predicted an increase in deviant behavior, the perceptions of other students’ 
approval or disapproval only impacted the total number of total activities in which participants 
had engaged. Somewhat surprisingly, more recent participation in deviant activities and the 
amount of time spent doing them were not linked to how the individual thought other students 
would perceive of them. Based on these results, it would appear that judgments about the general 
student body affects some experimentation with deviant leisure, but these influences do not 
necessarily continue throughout the collegiate experience, nor do they influence a high rate of 
participation. While the permissive attitude of collegiate culture towards deviant leisure may 
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allow some individuals to engage in these behaviors if they desire to do so, it does not 
necessarily force those who do not into high rates of participation. It appears that individuals are 
more likely to conform their behaviors to their own perceptions about what leisure behaviors 
they consider to be deviant. While collegiate “peer pressure” can lead to some experimentation, 
an individual’s behavior will be ultimately predicted by their own beliefs. 
Given the contradictory evidence about parental influence on collegiate behavior 
(Perkins, 2002; Whitney et al., 2015), the present study can perhaps provide some additional 
insight on this issue. The present results were more supportive of Perkins’ (2002) research, and 
indicated that perceptions about parents’ approval or disapproval of deviant leisure did not 
influence participants’ actual behavior. Given that the large majority of participants in this study 
did not reside with their parents, as is most common in the types of universities sampled, it is 
perhaps not surprising that participants had the ability to conform their behavior to their own 
personal attitudes and not those of their parents. It is possible, perhaps even probable, that 
parents’ opinions would be more influential if the sample were drawn from adolescents in high 
school, but this does not appear to be the case for college students living most of the year away 
from home. As Arnett (2000) posited in his exposition on Emerging Adulthood, this 
developmental phase marks the point in life where choices about participation in deviant leisure 
are based on personal opinions, not those of authority figures. 
While the influence of other students and parents was mixed or nonexistent, results 
indicated that the approval or disapproval of deviant leisure by close friends was strongly linked 
with participants’ involvement. As with personal approval/disapproval, the attitudes of close 
friends were influential on the number of activities, recent involvement, and the amount of time 
spent in deviant leisure. For all three indicators, participation in deviant leisure activities 
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consistently increased as disapproval became less strong and moved to approval. These findings 
support previous research (Ragan, 2014) demonstrating that personal attitudes towards deviance 
are likely to mirror those of close peers, and questions whether the individuals truly felt they 
were behaving in a “deviant” manner. While participants were undoubtedly aware that others in 
society find these behaviors questionable, they themselves did not necessarily share that opinion. 
Given that this study focused on tolerable deviance as defined by Williams and Walker (2006), 
individuals were likely aware that they had the freedom to engage in deviant leisure without 
universal condemnation. In this manner, college students may not have considered their behavior 
to be truly “deviant” at all. 
Conclusions 
In his theoretical statement on the emerging adult population, Arnett (2000) referred to 
this developmental phase as a “roleless role.”  By this, Arnett meant that this population exists in 
a state of underdeveloped social norms in which many are not entirely sure of the accepted 
standards of behavior. Many messages condemn deviant leisure as something that is to be 
avoided. College administrators enact prevention programs, often modeled on the D.A.R.E. 
programs that have already been shown to be ineffectual for adolescents (West & O’Neal, 2004), 
and will often send mass e-mails warning students of these behaviors prior to major campus 
events. Concurrently, campus bookstores will sell official university paraphernalia colored green 
and covered with shamrocks prior to Saint Patrick’s Day, a holiday known for excess. Parents 
will warn of the dangers of these types of behaviors while marketing executives advertise 
alcoholic beverages aimed at this demographic. Students are aware of the myriad of health risks 
and other negative consequences that can occur, but will react with pride if their institution is 
known as a “party school.” From this study, it appears that there is some truth to the perception 
that deviant leisure is common in a college setting, but it does not tell the entire story. Based on 
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their rates of experimentation, college students certainly feel empowered, and perhaps expected 
to, experiment in these activities, and the vast majority do to a certain extent. However, it does 
not appear that the typical student actually engages in these behaviors with the frequency that 
their reputation indicates. 
The data in this study did not provide empirical support for any of the hypotheses drawn 
from the research questions addressing the ability of Self-Discrepancy Theory to predict various 
aspects of deviant leisure. While some significant findings were scattered throughout the 
analyses suggesting some possible linkages, it would be inaccurate to state that this study 
established a strong relationship between discrepancies and deviant leisure. This may have been 
due to a lack of clearly defined expectations as described by Arnett’s “roleless role,” such that 
college students follow their own desires rather than attempt to adjust their behavior based on 
perceived discrepancies within themselves and between others. The collegiate environment 
provides a permissive atmosphere for the vast majority of students, unparalleled by one that they 
had previously experienced. If one does choose to engage in deviant leisure, even if the behavior 
is frequent, the social condemnation from their peer group will not be the same as someone who 
engaged in these behaviors upon fully reaching adulthood. This culture seems to allow students 
to take part in the aspects of deviant leisure they find appealing. For this reason, personal 
opinions, as well as the opinions of chosen peers with close relationships, exhibit the best ability 
to predict deviant leisure behavior. Those who do not approve as highly of these activities, while 
they may experiment to some degree, will not resemble those who do approve. What college 
may truly represent about deviant leisure is the freedom to behave as one chooses, and other 
populations may be restricted from participation in deviant leisure at similar rates due to 
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constraints such as the inability to access deviant leisure, prevention from authority figures, the 
judgment of not “acting one’s age,” or a lack of time or opportunity due to adult responsibilities.  
Limitations of the Study 
As with any study, this research contains limitations that must be acknowledged. While 
the explanation for the inability of the study to detect significant findings might lie in the lack of 
generalizability of Self-Discrepancy Theory to deviant leisure, there may also be alternative 
explanations emanating from a number of issues that weren’t fully considered. 
The first of these issues concerns the population from which participants in the study 
were drawn. Higgins’ (1986) original theory was designed to be broadly applied and offered no 
qualifications concerning specific subgroups of the population for which Self-Discrepancy 
Theory was more or less applicable. However, some of the extant research (Johns et al., 2012; 
Wasylkiw et al., 2010) found that mental health concerns can serve as important moderating 
variables when examining Self-Discrepancy Theory. A wealth of other literature has also linked 
mental health issues to the Theory (e.g. Scott & O’Hara, 1993; Veale, Kinderman, Riley & 
Lambrou, 2010, Vergara-Lopez & Robert, 2012). It is possible that those with depression or 
other mental health issues would be more susceptible to discrepancies with others surrounding 
them, such as close friends, other students, and possibly parents. Previous research has indicated 
that college students are at increased risk for mental health issues such as depression, anxiety, 
and stress (Mahmoud, Staten, & Hall, 2012). Given these issues, assessing the mental health 
aspects of Self-Discrepancy Theory would be of increased importance for this population. The 
literature connecting discrepancies and mental health concerns also begs the question whether 
outcomes such as negative emotions may be caused by the discrepancies under study, or whether 
they are rooted in these common mental health issues found among this population. The present 
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study did not assess mental health issues among sample members, so these possibilities must be 
considered speculative at present.  
Another potential issue with the present study is the type of deviance being examined. 
This study has focused on a form of behaviors known as “tolerable” according to Williams and 
Walker (2006) classification of deviant leisure. Within this classification, deviant leisure is 
considered tolerable if debate exists regarding the appropriateness of the activity in question 
wherein substantial portions of the population consider negative outcomes to be minimal. This 
type of deviant leisure is contrasted with “intolerable” behaviors which are characterized by a 
broad consensus that the activity is impermissible and engenders severe negative outcomes (e.g. 
child pornography). While individuals can, and do, engage in intolerable deviance, the social 
sanctions are much greater than those incurred in tolerable deviant activities. Examination of the 
activities comprising the list of deviant behaviors suggests that there were mostly of the tolerable 
deviance type, and while some individuals may perceive these activities as highly deviant, many 
others might well feel that they are “no big deal” or even expected among the collegiate 
populations  Previous literature has declared that many, if not most, of the behaviors in the 
present study, while still being considered deviant in nature, are considered to be normal by the 
collegiate population (Arnett, 2005; Herman-Kinney et al., 2013). It is possible that if a study 
was conducted that was able to examine examples of intolerable deviant leisure (despite the 
additional difficulties of acquiring reliable and valid data), Self-Discrepancy Theory could 
predict participation and affective outcomes with greater accuracy. From a methodological 
perspective, studying tolerable deviant leisure ensured more reliable and valid data since 
participants will be less inclined to conceal their rates of behavior. In addition, this type of 
deviant leisure was more appropriate for study given the focus on determining how students 
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negotiate the mixed messages they receive about participating in these types of activities. 
However, the results of this study cannot necessarily be applied to deviant leisure that Williams 
and Walker defined as “intolerable.”  Given the differences in how society and individuals feel 
about tolerable and intolerable deviant leisure, it would not be prudent to apply the findings of 
the present study to intolerable deviant leisure behaviors. 
The use of self-report data, while common among social science research, must still be 
acknowledged as a limitation of the study. Given that self-report data cannot be independently 
verified, the given information must be trusted at face value. The possibility of false and 
mischievous reporting exists, particularly in this type of research addressing “deviance,” which 
can be considered sensitive and prone to under- or over- reporting biases. This challenge was 
recognized from the start, and methods were incorporated to allay fears of respondents about the 
confidentiality and anonymity of their responses. Steps were taken to administer the survey in a 
setting and with careful procedures to provide extra precautions so that sample members would 
be more likely to provide full and honest information. A widely used and validated Social 
Desirability measure was included to identify any participants who were prone to altering their 
responses about their deviant leisure participation because of a heightened sense of social 
expectations. In addition, particularly with self-reported participation data, inaccurate 
information may be the result of participants’ selective memory in which they might have 
difficulty accurately remembering events of the past. They may also experience telescoping, 
which occurs when events are not recalled in the actual timeline in which they occurred. Finally, 
participants may either minimize or exaggerate reports of their behavior to more closely conform 
to what they wish their behavior was, and not what it was in reality. Despite these issues, self-
report data is a common alternative data collection strategy in the social sciences where 
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experimental and/or observational studies are especially difficult to implement due to ethical 
concerns. Previous research has shown that despite these limitations, self-report data remains one 
of the more successful tools available to study deviant behavior (Thornberry & Krohn, 2000), 
especially when the deviance is tolerable in nature.  
An additional limitation of sample size hindered the ability to concurrently analyze 
several variables and determine their relationship with the main constructs of the study. Given 
that the present study was not funded, and that the primary researcher was responsible for the 
totality of the data collection, it was not feasible to obtain the number of surveys that can be seen 
in some social science research. The number of samples obtained was certainly adequate for 
analyses utilizing one independent variable. However, issues were seen when combining two 
independent variables in order to assess interactions. In these cases, the N of some groups dipped 
below optimum numbers, and this issue was identified in the text where relevant. Although 
appropriate references were supplied which indicated that the findings were worth reporting, the 
statistical power of these analyses were unavoidably reduced, and the ability to provide a robust 
analysis of the interactions of some variables was compromised. In addition, the racial 
demographic profiles of the universities that were sampled also limited the ability to adequately 
analyze ethnic differences in the results and necessitated combining all minority groups into one 
variable for comparison against Caucasian students. 
The type of universities that were sampled and the ability to extrapolate the results 
provided an additional limitation of the study. Both of the sampled universities were large (more 
than 40,000 students) public universities, and both routinely place highly in The Princeton 
Review’s annual list of top party schools. Although the metrics used to establish membership on 
this list can be questioned, it does illustrate the type of reputation for deviant leisure behavior 
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that each of these universities has cultivated among the student body. Therefore, the deviant 
leisure activities of sample members may not be representative of other institutions, and it is 
likely as well that it would be inappropriate to generalize the findings to institutions such as 
community colleges, religious universities, small colleges, and other universities with a high rate 
of returning adult or commuter students. While the type of universities makes extrapolation to 
others problematic, these two schools were specifically chosen because of these characteristics. 
Students in these environments must negotiate conflicting messages about what deviant leisure 
behaviors are appropriate for their cohort, and the present study was designed to examine this 
conflict, which may not have been present at other types of universities. However, replications in 
other institutions and settings is necessary before the results can be extended beyond the 
universities represented. 
Finally, the present study relied on a convenience sample drawn from instructors who 
were willing to welcome the researcher into their classroom to distribute surveys. At University 
A, these classes were within the College of Business, and at University B they were within a 
department focused on leisure behavior and recreation. While the classes were not restricted to 
students within these majors, it is probable that the sample is not representative of all collegiate 
majors. While the lack of significant t-tests indicated no differences in the majors that were 
within the sample, this must also be acknowledged as a limitation of the study. Further research 
should attempt to draw from all parts of a university to improve the generalizability of the 
results. 
Suggested Directions for Future Research 
The present study intimated several areas in which further research would be useful. The 
first of these is not necessarily confined to the study of deviant leisure, but would be a test of 
Self-Discrepancy Theory itself. Higgins’ (1986) original theory posits that negative affect should 
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result from discrepancies between the individual and various Ought Others, which were 
investigated using the three referent groups in the present study. However, no evidence was 
found to support this claim when examining these referent groups’ discrepancies. In addition, 
while supporting evidence was found linking negative affect to discrepancies within the self, it is 
also possible that this negative affect may be rooted not in a reaction to perceived discrepancies, 
but instead to mental health issues commonly seen among many college students today 
(Mahmoud, Staten, Hall, & Lennie, 2012). Thus, perceived discrepancies may be a byproduct of 
mental health issues, but not the root cause of negative affect. Further study could target a 
sample of individuals with high discrepancies, both between the Actual Self and the Ideal Self, 
as well as between the Actual Self and various Ought Other groups. It would also be informative 
for the researchers to administer widely used measures of mental health (depression, anxiety, 
internalizing and externalizing behaviors) with well-established reliability and validity with this 
population. This method could provide a sample of high-discrepancy individuals, but also 
provide measures of minimal, mild, moderate, and severe mental health issues within this 
sample, and negative affect outcomes could then be assessed. If negative affect is substantially 
greater for those with depression issues, this finding could question the basis of Self-Discrepancy 
Theory and suggest ways in which it could be expanded or revised. While those with a mental 
health issue may perceive discrepancies as a result of their condition, it is also possible that 
others without this concern may perceive discrepancies, but also be comfortable with them. If 
this were the case, the discrepancies at the core of Higgins’ theory may be common symptoms of 
mental health, and also not necessarily the root cause of the negative affect. Or, more likely, 
there may well be an interaction, wherein the larger discrepancies exacerbate the resultant 
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negative affect for those with the heightened mental health concern. The outcome of this study 
would further elucidate Self-Discrepancy Theory and its generalizability. 
In addition to future studies examining Self-Discrepancy Theory itself, further research 
could conceptualize deviancy in a different manner and test whether this theory is applicable 
under different circumstances. Previous research has indicated that while many, if not most, 
people engage in deviance, not all are labeled as deviant by society (Adler & Adler, 2006). 
However, some individuals, for a variety of reasons, begin to feel that they are labeled as deviant 
and assume what Adler and Adler referred to as a “deviant identity.” This particular identity is 
characterized by a sense of rejection from much of the outside world, and people who feel this 
way may conceptualize their deviant leisure behavior differently than others. While most college 
students may view their participation in many forms of deviant leisure in the collegiate context to 
be a normal expression of accepted behavior given the norms of their university experience, 
those with a deviant identity may be more likely to view it as an expression of their departure 
from acceptable social standards. In the context of Self-Discrepancy Theory, those with a deviant 
identity may be more susceptible to having their participation in these activities predicted by 
their perceived discrepancies with their Ideal Self and with their Ought Other Selves. However, a 
study designed from this perspective may need to make changes to the hypotheses that would 
differ from those in the present study. While the current hypotheses posited that those with 
higher discrepancies would reduce their deviant leisure behavior to conform to social standards, 
those with deviant identities might participate at a greater rate as a form of resistance to 
perceived social norms. At present, no other studies could be identified which specifically 
examined the role of deviant identity on leisure behavior, and there would be much to be learned 
about both deviance and leisure behaviors with the inauguration of this research.  
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In addition, further research could examine intolerable deviance as defined by Williams 
and Walker (2006), which was alluded to previously. While tolerable deviance, given the high 
levels of mixed messages concerning the acceptability of the behavior, may not be predicted by 
Self-Discrepancy Theory, it is possible that intolerable deviance is predicted by this theory due 
to the unified social view that these types of behaviors are unacceptable. Those who practice 
intolerable forms of deviant leisure may be prone to perceived discrepancies at higher rates than 
those who stay within the confines of tolerable deviance. While research methods would need to 
be altered to measure these more unacceptable forms of deviant leisure, a successful study of this 
type of behavior could yield the significant results that were elusive when studying tolerable 
forms of deviant leisure. The paucity of research examining deviance within leisure, and extant 
theoretical explanations that may be germane, suggests this to be a topic open to prolific research 
and discovery. 
Finally, further research should be conducted on deviant leisure examining this 
behavioral phenomenon with theoretical frameworks outside of Self-Discrepancy Theory. While 
it is possible that this theory is predictive in different contexts outside of a collegiate 
environment, the results of this study indicate that that research should be broadened to other 
areas in an attempt to discover more robust explanatory frameworks. One possibility includes 
Control Theory first introducted by Hirschi (1969). Instead of asking why indidividuals behave 
deviantly, this theory instead questions why people choose to not behave deviantly. This theory 
posits that inner controls, located in an individual’s personal beliefs, and outer controls, 
expressed by the social sanctions against deviance, are the impulses which prevent deviant 
behavior. Control Theory states that weak social bonds between an individual and society leads 
some individuals to ignore outer control and behave in a deviant manner. Given the results of 
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this study, it seems that Control Theory may function differently within a collegiate 
environment. Based on the significantly lower amount of deviant behaviors performed by those 
who perceived a low discrepancy with other students, it appears that weak social bonds may 
serve as an encouragement to perform deviant leisure for undergraduates based on the permissive 
view towards these behaviors within these types of universities. While this remains conjecture at 
this time, further research could specifically explore Control Theory within this cohort to 
determine if this theory can predict deviant leisure participation among college undergraduates. 
Final Thoughts 
Deviant behavior remains an understudied aspect of individuals’ leisure experiences. 
Despite limited findings supporting Self-Discrepancy Theory as a predictive framework, the 
present study illustrates the importance of furthering the academic study of this phenomenon. 
The results illustrated that deviant behavior is a common element in the leisure practices of the 
studied population, and while this behavior may be more common among college 
undergraduates, deviancy is undoubtedly an aspect of the leisure experiences of many others. 
Several aspects of this type of behavior add to the importance of understanding the impulses for 
engaging in this type of leisure behavior. One of these elements is the undeniable health concerns 
that accompany some deviant leisure behaviors. While not all mood-alterning substances are 
equally harmful, the overconsumption of drugs and alcohol will have adverse affects for both the 
user and others. In addition, many sexual practices when conducted in an unsafe manner can 
further spread many easily preventable diseases. While the present work does not encourage the 
“policing” of deviant leisure behavior, a more thorough understanding of the leisure outcomes of 
these behaviors can potentially have a positive impact on public health through initiatives that 
have a greater understanding of why people choose to behave in these dangerous manners. 
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However, not all deviant leisure behaviors contain intrinsic harm, but negative 
consequences can result from the social sanctions and stigma that are a result of the judgment of 
others in society. While the present study did not differentiate between activities with and 
without intrinsic harm, further work examining the positive personal outcomes of deviant leisure 
that does not contain intrinsic harm can hopefully lead to broader social acceptance of these 
types of behaviors. Throughout time, social notions of what behaviors are acceptable undergo 
significant fluctuation, and behaviors that were once seen as inappropriate, or even pathological, 
can become accepted parts of the social practices of some individuals. If we accept the 
statements of Iso-Ahola (1979) and define leisure as the freedom to express our own personal 
desires through our behavior, then increasing public understanding of the positive outcomes that 
some individuals obtain from these healthy, but currently “deviant,” behaviors can hopefully 
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You will be asked to look at a list of character traits and answer some questions: 
STEP 1. Think about each trait and indicate how much you think YOU ACTUALLY have 
this trait and write down a number from 0 to 10 using this 10-point scale: 
0        1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 
This trait                                         This trait                                         This trait 
    does not describe                              somewhat                                             totally 
   me at all                                      describes me                                      describes me   
STEP 2. In the third column (YOU IDEALLY) write down a number to show to what extent you think 
this is a characteristic YOU WOULD IDEALLY LIKE to have, using this 10-point scale: 
0        1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 
I definitely                                        I would                                         I definitely 
would not                                    somewhat want                                 would want  
want to have                                       to have                                           to have  
this trait                                             this trait                                          this trait 
  
What Do Others Think of You? 
Suppose you think one of the traits you have is a sense of humor. However, you may have 
people in your life who say things like “You should be more serious”. Their desire for you 
to see things more seriously is the way that someone else thinks you should be.  
 
Now think about how each of three different groups would think about how much you should 
have each trait:  
 how much would OTHER STUDENTS AT YOUR UNIVERSITY think you 
should have each trait? Although you can’t know everyone at your school, think about 
all the students at your university as one big group. 
 
 how much would your PARENTS(GUARDIANS) think you should have this trait?  
 
 how much would your CLOSEST FRIENDS think you should have this trait? 
Although you might have several groups of friends, think of the ones that are 
closest to you.  
  
STEP 4. In the 4th through 6th columns, for each of the three groups write down a number to 
show the extent to which each group (other students, your parents, your closest friends) 
THINKS YOU SHOULD have this trait using this 10-point scale: 
0        1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10 
 They would                                  They would                                    They would 
 not want this                              somewhat want                                 totally want 
trait to describe                              this trait to                                        this trait to 





Rachel is a sophomore at Illinois. She has been asked to think about how ACADEMIC she is as 
a person. 
 
Rachel wants to have a decent job after she graduates, but she isn’t willing to major in something 
very difficult to get the best paying job possible. She thinks she is moderately academic, so in the 
YOU NOW column gives herself as a “5.” 
 
She wishes she was a bit more academic, but would never want to study for 60 hours a week. 
She decides she would ideally like to be fairly academic and gives herself a “7” in the YOU 
IDEALLY column. 
 
Rachel thinks if her academic score was a “7” then she would be about average for other Illinois 
students, in the column labelled “OTHER UofI STUDENTS so she also puts a “7.” 
 
However, Rachel’s parents often try and convince her to switching her major into Engineering, 
Law, or Pre-Medicine so she can earn a bigger paycheck after college showing she ought to be 
highly academic. In the YOUR PARENTS column Rachel puts down a “9.” 
 
Despite how academic the average Illinois student is, Rachel’s closest friends are highly social 
and want her to hang out more. Rachel thinks they would like her academic level to be about a 






















5 7 7 9 2 
Anxious      
Affectionate      
Imaginative      
Trusting      
Rational      
Hostile      
Social      
Artistic      
Trustworthy      
Organized      
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Depressed      
Assertive      
Expressive      
Selfless      
Moral      
Self-conscious      
Energetic      
Daring      



















Impulsive      
Exciting      
Curious      
Humble      
Self-disciplined      
Vulnerable      
Joyful      
Philosophical      
Sympathetic      
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Table B.1. Curve estimations for Personal Discrepancies 
 
Total Deviant Leisure Activities SS df MS F p 
  Linear .62 1.00 .62 .06 .81 
    error 4383.14 406.00 10.80   
  Quadratic 15.22 2.00 7.61 .71 .49 
    error 4368.53 405.00 10.79   
  Cubic 19.68 3.00 6.56 .61 .61 
    error 4364.08 404.00 10.80   
      
Recent Deviant Leisure Activities      
  Linear 3.62 1.00 3.62 .44 .51 
    error 3311.84 406.00 8.16   
  Quadratic 6.79 2.00 3.39 .42 .66 
    error 3308.68 405.00 8.17   
  Cubic 15.83 3.00 5.28 .65 .59 
    error 3299.64 404.00 8.17   
      
Time Spent in Deviant Leisure      
  Linear 9.51 1.00 9.51 .06 .81 
    error 64250.48 406.00 158.25   
  Quadratic 194.04 2.00 97.02 .61 .54 
    error 64065.95 405.00 158.19   
  Cubic 265.64 3.00 88.55 .56 .64 
    error 63994.35 404.00 158.40   
      
Desire to Change Deviant Leisure      
  Linear 29.60 1.00 29.60 6.84 .01 
    error 1755.69 406.00 4.32   
  Quadratic 29.99 2.00 14.99 3.46 .03 
    error 1755.30 405.00 4.33   
  Cubic 35.12 3.00 11.71 2.70 .05 
    error 1750.16 404.00 4.33   
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Table B.1 (Cont.) 
Positive Affect      
  Linear 2.379 1 2.379 1.26 .26 
    error 757.684 406 1.866   
  Quadratic 4.90 2.00 2.45 1.31 .27 
    error 755.17 405.00 1.86   
  Cubic 5.66 3.00 1.89 1.01 .39 
    error 754.40 404.00 1.87   
      
Negative Affect      
  Linear 17.29 1.00 17.29 7.72 .01 
    error 909.67 406.00 2.24   
  Quadratic 17.36 2.00 8.68 3.86 .02 
    error 909.61 405.00 2.25   
  Cubic 18.578 3 6.193 2.75 .04 




Table B.2. Curve estimations for Students’ Discrepancies 
Total Deviant Leisure Activities SS df MS F p 
  Linear 40.44 1.00 40.44 3.89 .05 
    error 4215.10 405.00 10.41   
  Quadratic 83.19 2.00 41.59 4.03 .02 
    error 4172.35 404.00 10.33   
  Cubic 96.60 3.00 32.20 3.12 .03 
    error 4158.93 403.00 10.32   
      
Recent Deviant Leisure Activities      
  Linear 10.64 1.00 10.64 1.34 .25 
    error 3213.18 405.00 7.93   
  Quadratic 44.17 2.00 22.08 2.81 .06 
    error 3179.66 404.00 7.87   
  Cubic 51.65 3.00 17.22 2.19 .09 
    error 3172.18 403.00 7.87   
      
Time Spent in Deviant Leisure      
  Linear 56.37 1.00 56.37 .36 .55 
    error 63779.09 405.00 157.48   
  Quadratic 760.46 2.00 380.23 2.44 .09 
    error 63075.00 404.00 156.13   
  Cubic 933.07 3.00 311.02 1.99 .11 
    error 62902.39 403.00 156.09   
      
Desire to Change Deviant Leisure      
  Linear .37 1.00 .37 .08 .77 
    error 1765.44 405.00 4.36   
  Quadratic .37 2.00 .18 .04 .96 
    error 1765.44 404.00 4.37   
  Cubic 1.15 3.00 .38 .09 .97 
    error 1764.66 403.00 4.38   
      
  
184 
Table B.2 (Cont.) 
Positive Affect      
  Linear .17 1.00 .17 .09 .76 
    error 740.07 405.00 1.83   
  Quadratic .68 2.00 .34 .19 .83 
    error 739.56 404.00 1.83   
  Cubic 2.32 3.00 .77 .42 .74 
    error 737.92 403.00 1.83   
      
Negative Affect      
  Linear 1.90 1.00 1.90 .84 .36 
    error 916.54 405.00 2.26   
  Quadratic 2.02 2.00 1.01 .45 .64 
    error 916.42 404.00 2.27   
  Cubic 6.66 3.00 2.22 .98 .40 




Table B.3. Curve Estimations for Parents’ Discrepancies 
Total Deviant Leisure Activities SS df MS F p 
  Linear 30.94 1.00 30.94 2.96 .09 
    error 4241.37 406.00 10.45   
  Quadratic 46.07 2.00 23.03 2.21 .11 
    error 4226.25 405.00 10.44   
  Cubic 48.31 3.00 16.10 1.54 .20 
    error 4224.00 404.00 10.46   
      
Recent Deviant Leisure Activities      
  Linear 13.05 1.00 13.05 1.63 .20 
    error 3253.75 406.00 8.01   
  Quadratic 33.65 2.00 16.82 2.11 .12 
    error 3233.15 405.00 7.98   
  Cubic 33.78 3.00 11.26 1.41 .24 
    error 3233.02 404.00 8.00   
      
Time Spent in Deviant Leisure      
  Linear 474.16 1.00 474.16 3.04 .08 
    error 63315.87 406.00 155.95   
  Quadratic 728.60 2.00 364.30 2.34 .10 
    error 63061.44 405.00 155.71   
  Cubic 734.68 3.00 244.89 1.57 .20 
    error 63055.35 404.00 156.08   
      
Desire to Change Deviant Leisure      
  Linear 5.39 1.00 5.39 1.27 .26 
    error 1719.28 406.00 4.23   
  Quadratic 9.00 2.00 4.50 1.06 .35 
    error 1715.68 405.00 4.24   
  Cubic 21.05 3.00 7.02 1.66 .17 
    error 1703.63 404.00 4.22   
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Table B.3 (Cont.) 
Positive Affect      
  Linear .73 1.00 .73 .40 .53 
    error 746.99 406.00 1.84   
  Quadratic 1.41 2.00 .70 .38 .68 
    error 746.31 405.00 1.84   
  Cubic 1.53 3.00 .51 .28 .84 
    error 746.18 404.00 1.85   
Negative Affect      
  Linear 3.50 1.00 3.50 1.54 .22 
    error 922.79 406.00 2.27   
  Quadratic 3.84 2.00 1.92 .84 .43 
    error 922.45 405.00 2.28   
  Cubic 3.86 3.00 1.29 .56 .64 




Table B.4. Curve Estimations for Friends’ Discrepancies 
Total Deviant Leisure Activities SS df MS F p 
  Linear .10 1.00 .10 .01 .92 
    error 4371.17 404.00 10.82   
  Quadratic 9.09 2.00 4.54 .42 .66 
    error 4362.19 403.00 10.82   
  Cubic 51.28 3.00 17.09 1.59 .19 
    error 4320.00 402.00 10.75   
      
Recent Deviant Leisure Activities      
  Linear 1.94 1.00 1.94 .24 .63 
    error 3330.26 404.00 8.24   
  Quadratic 7.67 2.00 3.84 .47 .63 
    error 3324.52 403.00 8.25   
  Cubic 24.60 3.00 8.20 1.00 .39 
    error 3307.60 402.00 8.23   
      
Time Spent in Deviant Leisure      
  Linear 28.46 1.00 28.46 .18 .68 
    error 65411.59 404.00 161.91   
  Quadratic 92.31 2.00 46.16 .28 .75 
    error 65347.74 403.00 162.15   
  Cubic 458.36 3.00 152.79 .95 .42 
    error 64981.69 402.00 161.65   
      
Desire to Change Deviant Leisure      
  Linear 6.72 1.00 6.72 1.55 .21 
    error 1755.69 404.00 4.35   
  Quadratic 7.02 2.00 3.51 .81 .45 
    error 1755.39 403.00 4.36   
  Cubic 16.44 3.00 5.48 1.26 .29 
    error 1745.97 402.00 4.34   
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Table B.4 (Cont.) 
Positive Affect      
  Linear 4.21 1.00 4.21 2.30 .13 
    error 740.03 404.00 1.83   
  Quadratic 5.16 2.00 2.58 1.41 .25 
    error 739.08 403.00 1.83   
  Cubic 7.73 3.00 2.58 1.41 .24 
    error 736.51 402.00 1.83   
Negative Affect      
  Linear 5.14 1.00 5.14 2.27 .13 
    error 913.88 404.00 2.26   
  Quadratic 10.55 2.00 5.27 2.34 .10 
    error 908.48 403.00 2.25   
  Cubic 11.97 3.00 3.99 1.77 .15 
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Deviant Leisure Activities 
 
Please use these instructions to fill out each column in Table A 
 
Column A – This column lists each activity you will refer to.  There is no need to write anything in this column.  Simply think of each 
activity to answer the questions about it in the rest of the row. 
 
Column B – Put a Y in the column if you have EVER participated in this activity, even if it was just once. Put an N to show you 
NEVER did this. 
 
Column C – Approximately HOW MANY TIMES have you participated in this activity in the past six months? 
 
Column D – How much was doing this activity a POSITIVE EXPERIENCE for you?  If you have never done this activity before, how 
much do you think it would be a positive experience to do it?  Write down a number in this column from 0 to 10 using this scale: 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Not at all Extremely  
Positive Positive 
 
Column E – How much was doing this activity a NEGATIVE EXPERIENCE for you?  If you have never done the activity before, 
how much do you think it would be a negative experience if to do it? Write down a number in this column from 1 to 10 using this 
scale: 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Not at all Extremely  
Negative Negative 
 
Column F – Do you wish you spent a DIFFERENT AMOUNT OF TIME doing this activity than you do right now?  Put a + sign if 
you would like to do this MORE than you do right now.  Put a – sign if you would like to do this LESS than you do right now.  Put a 0 
if you want to do this for the same amount of time as you’re doing it now. 
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Column G – If you answered + or – in Column F, HOW MUCH WOULD YOU LIKE TO CHANGE THE AMOUNT OF TIME you 
now spend doing this activity?  If you put a “0” in column F, do not write anything in this column. 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Very small change                   Very large change 
 
Example – This is an example of how Dave, a college junior at Illinois, might fill out the table.   
Dave is first asked whether he has ever drank alcohol in his free time.  Because he has drank alcohol before, he puts a “Y” in column 
B.   
He likes to go out on the weekends with his friends, and he often will find himself drinking on a weeknight as well.  Given that he 
drinks two and sometimes three times a week, Dave estimates he has drank 50 times in the past six months. 
Dave enjoys drinking alcohol a great deal, so he writes an “8” in column D.   
However, sometimes Dave drinks too much and gets ill which he does not enjoy, so he thinks once in a while he has a negative 
experience and writes a “3” in column E. 
Because he sometimes feels hungover in class from drinking too much, he would like to drink on fewer occasions, so he puts a “-“ in 
Column F indicating he would like to drink less. 
However, Dave wants to continue to drink in his free time, so he only wants to reduce drinking alcohol by a little bit.  Dave thinks this 
deserves a “2” in column G to indicate that he just wants to make a small change. 
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Example for TABLE A 
 









Do This More 
or Less? 
Change Time? 
 Yes or 
No 









– = less   or 
 + = more 
0= Small change… 
…10= Huge change 
 Drink 
Alcohol 








































Body piercing       
Casual sex       
Drink on weekday       
Eat fast food       
Gamble       
Get a tattoo       
Men acting “girly”       
Get drunk       
Go to bars       
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Go to a strip club       
Go to religious 
services  
      
Graffiti       
Homosexual 
activity 
      
Party       
Sexual fetishes       
Skip class       
Smoke cigarettes       
Take something 
that doesn’t 
belong to you 
      
Use ecstasy or 
club drugs 
      
Women acting 
“manly” 
      
Use marijuana       
Watch TV alot       
Watch 
pornography 
      
Study instead of 
partying 




Please use these instructions to fill out each column in Table B 
 
Column A – This column lists each activity you will refer to.  There is no need to write anything in this column.  Simply think of each 
activity to answer the questions about it in the rest of the row. 
 
For EACH activity in Column A: 
Column B – To what extent do YOU approve/ disapprove of this activity?   
How much do you think OTHER UofI STUDENTS would approve/disapprove of this activity?   
How much do you think YOUR PARENTS would approve/disapprove of this activity?  
How much do you think YOUR CLOSEST FRIENDS would approve/disapprove of this activity? 
 
For each answer, write down a number from 1 to 10 using this scale: 
0          1        2        3        4        5        6        7        8        9        10 
Strongly  Strongly  
Disapprove Approve 
Column C – To what extent does the opinion of each group (other UofI students, 
yourparents, your closest friends) influence how often you do this activity? 
 
0          1        2        3        4        5        6        7        8        9        10 
Strongly DECREASES Strongly INCREASES 
how often how often 
Column D – To what extent does the opinion of each group (other UI students, 
your parents, your closest friends) influence your enjoyment of this activity? 
 
0          1        2        3        4        5        6        7        8        9        10 
Strongly DECREASES Strongly INCREASES 
my enjoyment my enjoyment 
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Example:  Let’s go back to our friend Dave who has been asked about the activity of drinking in his free time.   
Column B YOU - Dave has seen people drink a bit too much at times, but he doesn’t think it’s a big deal.  He writes a “9” in the first 
column of B for his personal approval.   
Column B STUDENTS - He thinks a lot of students at his university agree with him, but he has had a few people disagree, so he writes 
a “6” down in the second column of B for other student’s approval.   
Column B PARENTS - However, Dave’s parents would be very upset if they knew that he drank more than a beer every now and then, 
so he writes a “1” to show his parent’s strong disapproval.   
Column B FRIENDS - But Dave’s closest friends are the ones he drinks with, so he also writes a “9” to indicate their pretty strong 
approval.   
Column C STUDENTS - Dave feels that the majority of students at Illinois consume alcohol to some extent, and this influences him to 
drink more as well.  He puts down a “7” for this. 
Column C PARENTS - Although his parents don’t approve of alcohol, Dave only sees them occasionally.  While he has to avoid 
drinking when they visit, this is only once every few months, so Dave puts down a “4.” 
Column C FRIENDS - Dave’s closest friends party a lot, and Dave hates missing out on the fun.  He puts down a “9” for this. 
Column D STUDENTS - Although Dave enjoys drinking, he does sometimes worry about drinking too much around students he 
doesn’t know and making a fool of himself, and that reduces his enjoyment a bit, so he writes the number “3” to show how much other 
students at his university influence his enjoyment.   
Column D PARENTS - Although his parents would not approve of him drinking, Dave doesn’t really worry about this at all, so he 
writes a “5” to show how much his parents influence his enjoyment.   
Column D FRIENDS - Ultimately, Dave loves going out and partying with his closest friends, and they are a strong influence on his 
enjoyment, so Dave writes down a “10” in the last column. 
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Example for TABLE B 
 
A B C D 
Activity Approve or Disapprove of 
Activity? 
Influence how often you 
participate? 
Influence enjoyment? 
 0 = Strongly disapprove  ..……...  
…….…10 = Strongly approve 
0 = Strongly decreases ...….  
……10 = Strongly increases 
0 = Strongly decreases .......  
….. 10 = Strongly increases 
 You Students Parents Friends Students Parents Friends Students Parents Friends 
Drinking 
alcohol 




A B C D 
Activity Approve or Disapprove of Activity? Influence how often? Influence enjoyment? 
 0 = Strongly disapprove . . .  
 . . . 10 = Strongly approve 
0 = Strongly decreases . . .  
. . . 10 = Strongly increases 
0 = Strongly decreases to. . .  
. . . 10 = Strongly increases 
 You Students Parents Friends Students Parents Friends Students Parents Friends 
Body piercing           
Casual sex           
Drink on 
weekday 
          
Eat fast food           
Gamble           
Get a tattoo           
Men acting 
“girly” 
          
Get drunk           
Go to bars           
Go to a strip 
club 
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Go to religious 
services  
          
Graffiti           
Homosexual 
activity 
          
Party           
Sexual fetishes           
Skip class           
Smoke 
cigarettes 





          
Use ecstasy or 
club drugs 
          
Women acting 
“manly” 
          
Use marijuana           
Watch TV alot           
Watch 
pornography 
          
Study instead 
of partying 
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Please Choose True or False for each of the following statements: 
1. Before voting I thoroughly investigate the qualifications of all the candidates. T F 
2. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble.  T F 
3. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged. T F 
4. I have never intensely disliked anyone.  T F 
5. On occasion I have had doubts about my ability to succeed in life.  T F 
6. I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way. T F 
7. I am always careful about my manner of dress.  T F 
8. My table manners at home are as good as when I eat out at a restaurant.  T F 
9. If I could get into a movie without paying and be sure I was not seen I would probably do it. 
T F 
10. On a few occasions I have given up doing something because I thought too little of my 
ability.   T F 
11. I like to gossip at times.  T F 
12. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority, even if I knew 
they were right.  T F 
13. No matter who I’m talking to, I’m always a good listener. T F 
14. I can remember “playing sick” to get out of something.  T F 
15. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.  T F 
16. I am always willing to admit when I made a mistake.  T F 
17. I always try to practice what I preach. T F 
18. I don’t find it particularly difficult to get along with loud-mouthed, obnoxious people.  
T F 
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19. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. T F 
20. When I don’t do something, I don’t mind at all admitting it. T F 
21. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. T F 
22. At times I have really insisted on having things my own way. T F 
23. There have been occasions when I felt like smashing things. T F 
24. I would never think of letting someone else be punished for my wrong-doings.     T F 
25. I never resent being asked to return a favor. T F 
26. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my own. T    F 
27. I never make a long trip without checking the safety of my car.  T F 
28. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others.     T F 
29. I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone off. T F 
30. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me. T F 
31. I have never felt that I was punished without cause. T F 
32. I sometimes think when people have a misfortune they only got what they deserved.  
T F 
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We would like to know a little more about you. 
Please circle the correct response for each of the following: 
 
Gender: M F 
 
 
Age: 18-25 26-39 41+ 
 
 
Year in School:   Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior 
 
 
Marital Status: Married Single other _______________ 
 
 
School-aged Children Living With You Now: Yes No 
 
 
Race/Ethnicity:   African-American Hispanic Caucasian Asian  
 Other _____________ 
 
 
Living With Whom: alone with parents  with one or more roommates  
 other________________ 
 
Living Where: in a dormitory  in Greek housing  in independent 
housing  other ________________ 
 
Financially Dependent on Parents:  
Completely dependent Mostly dependent Somewhat dependent 
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U N IV E RSI TY OF IL L INOIS 
A T U R B A N A -  C H A M P A IG N 
 
  
Office of the Vice Chancellor for Research  
 
Office for the Protection of Research Subjects 
528 East Green Street 
Suite 203 
Champaign,  IL 61820 
 
 
April 22, 2015 
 
Lynn Morris 
Recreation Sport and Tourism 
104 Huff  Hall 
1206 S. Fourth St. 
Champaign, IL  
61820 
 
RE: How college students and their reference groups perceive unconventional leisure activities 
IRB Protocol Number: 15765 
 
Dear Dr. Morris: 
This letter authorizes the use of human subjects in your project entitled How college students and their  
reference groups perceive unconventional leisure activities.  The University of Illinois at Urbana- 
Champaign Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved, by expedited review, the protocol as described in 
your IRB-1 application.  The expiration date for this protocol, IRB number 15765, is 04/19/2016.  The risk 
designation applied to your project is no more than minimal risk.  Certification of approval is available 
upon request. 
Copies of the attached date-stamped consent form(s) must be used in obtaining informed consent.  If there 
is a need to revise or alter the consent form(s), please submit the revised form(s) for IRB review, 
approval, and date-stamping prior to use. 
Under applicable regulations, no changes to procedures involving human subjects may be made without 
prior IRB review and approval.  The regulations also require that you promptly notify the IRB of any 
problems involving human subjects, including unanticipated side effects, adverse reactions, and any 
injuries or complications that arise during the project. 
If you have any questions about the IRB process, or if you need assistance at any time, please feel free to 
contact me at the OPRS office, or visit our Web site at http://www.irb.illinois.edu. 
 
 
Anita Balgopal, PhD 
Director, Office for the Protection of Research Subjects 
Attachment(s) 
c: Joel Blanco 
 
U of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign • IORGOOOOO 14 • FWA #00008584 
telephone (217) 333-2670  • fax (217) 333-0405 • email  IRB@illinois.edu 
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CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 
 
My advisor (Lynn Barnett-Morris) and I (Joel Blanco) are from the Department of Recreation, 
Sport and Tourism at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign and we are conducting a 
research study about college students' perceptions, and those of people around them, of 
leisure activities that some people might think are unconventional or "outside the norm". 
I am here to ask if you would be willing to help us by participating in this study. You are under 
no obligation to do so and there's no penalty if you choose not to, but we hope you will agree. 
 
What will happen if I take part in this research study? 
 
If you volunteer to participate in this study, we will ask you to do the following: 
 
 Take a brief survey consisting of about 5 pages of questions that will ask you what you  
think, and what you think other people think, about a number of leisure activities.  These  
are activities that are a little different from what most people do, but they nevertheless are  
done by people your age.  We will not ask you to identify yourself or put your name on any  
of these pages, but we will be asking you some general qustions at the end about 
yourself.  No one will be able to see your answers and they will be kept in a locked cabinet  
that only the 2 researchers will be able to see.  No one will be able to attribute any of your 
answers to you, and all of the data analysis will be done on groups of people, and never  
on any one individual.  When you are done answering these questions, just simply turn  
them in to me, and that is all that you will need to do.  You must be at least 18 years of  age  
to participate in this study. 
 
How long will I be in the research study? 
 
 It should only take you about fifteen minutes to answer all of the questions. 
 
Are there any potential risks or discomforts that I can expect from this study? 
 
 Your participation in this study should not lead to any additional risk beyond what you  
normally experience as you go through your day-to-day activities beyond those risks that  
exist in daily life. 
 
Will information about me and my responses be kept confidential? 
 
Your participation in this study will be kept completely confidential, and your responses in this  
study will be completely anonymous.  In order to maintain this anonymity, you will detach this  
consent form from your responses and turn it in separately. Please do not write anything on 
the survey that could lead to personal identification. 
 
What are my rights if I take part in this study? 
 
 You can choose whether or not you want to be in this study, and you may withdraw your 
consent and discontinue participation at any time. 
 Whatever decision you make, there will be no penalty to you, 
 You may refuse to answer any questions that you do not want to answer and still remain 
in the study. 
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Who can I contact if I have questions about this study? 
 
 The research team: 
If you have any questions, comments or concerns about the research, you can talk to the  
one of the researchers: Joel Blanco at blanco5@illinois.edu or Lynn Barnett-Morris at 
lynnbm@illinois.edu or by calling (217) 333-4410. 
 
 If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this study or any concerns 
or complaints, please contact the University of Illinois Institutional Review Board at 217- 
333-2670 or via email at irb@illinois.edu . 
 
 The number for the counseling center at                                                      . 
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Variable SS df MS F p 
Race 
 
Total Activities 237.48 1.00 237.48 27.30 .000 
Recent Activities 171.36 1.00 171.36 26.43 .000 
Time Spent 3847.92 1.00 3847.92 31.35 .000 
Gender Total Activities 109.33 1.00 109.33 12.57 .000 
Recent Activities 261.04 1.00 261.04 40.26 .000 
Time Spent 5119.85 1.00 5119.85 41.71 .000 
Year in School Total Activities 224.56 1.00 224.56 25.81 .000 
Recent Activities 79.46 1.00 79.46 12.26 .001 
Time Spent 1454.67 1.00 1454.67 11.85 .001 
Living With 
Whom 
Total Activities 3.65 1.00 3.65 .42 .517 
Recent Activities .77 1.00 .77 .12 .730 
Time Spent 31.63 1.00 31.63 .26 .612 
Living Where Total Activities 2.00 1.00 2.00 .23 .632 
Recent Activities 2.87 1.00 2.87 .44 .506 
Time Spent 52.35 1.00 52.35 .43 .514 
Financial 
Dependence 
Total Activities 28.19 1.00 28.19 3.24 .073 
Recent Activities 23.62 1.00 23.62 3.64 .057 

















Variable SS df MS F p 
Race 
 
Total Activities 180.16 1.00 180.16 22.39 .000 
Recent Activities 126.87 1.00 126.87 20.87 .000 
Time Spent 3225.88 1.00 3225.88 26.74 .000 
Gender Total Activities 145.12 1.00 145.12 18.04 .000 
Recent Activities 319.11 1.00 319.11 52.48 .000 
Time Spent 5847.20 1.00 5847.20 48.46 .000 
Year in School Total Activities 194.52 1.00 194.52 24.18 .000 
Recent Activities 70.69 1.00 70.69 11.63 .001 
Time Spent 1331.21 1.00 1331.21 11.03 .001 
Living With 
Whom 
Total Activities .50 1.00 .50 .06 .803 
Recent Activities .06 1.00 .06 .01 .922 
Time Spent 4.51 1.00 4.51 .04 .847 
Living Where Total Activities 2.65 1.00 2.65 .33 .567 
Recent Activities 5.32 1.00 5.32 .88 .350 
Time Spent 76.31 1.00 76.31 .63 .427 
Financial 
Dependence 
Total Activities 33.94 1.00 33.94 4.22 .041 
Recent Activities 26.36 1.00 26.36 4.33 .038 















Variable SS df MS F p 
Race 
 
Total Activities 178.98 1.00 178.98 21.94 .000 
Recent Activities 132.30 1.00 132.30 21.40 .000 
Time Spent 3156.10 1.00 3156.10 26.35 .000 
Gender Total Activities 141.25 1.00 141.25 17.32 .000 
Recent Activities 309.71 1.00 309.71 50.10 .000 
Time Spent 5781.96 1.00 5781.96 48.27 .000 
Year in School Total Activities 214.78 1.00 214.78 26.33 .000 
Recent Activities 76.52 1.00 76.52 12.38 .000 
Time Spent 1404.08 1.00 1404.08 11.72 .001 
Living With 
Whom 
Total Activities .10 1.00 .10 .01 .913 
Recent Activities .29 1.00 .29 .05 .828 
Time Spent 1.44 1.00 1.44 .01 .913 
Living Where Total Activities 7.01 1.00 7.01 .86 .354 
Recent Activities 8.07 1.00 8.07 1.30 .254 
Time Spent 108.80 1.00 108.80 .91 .341 
Financial 
Dependence 
Total Activities 32.59 1.00 32.59 4.00 .046 
Recent Activities 26.12 1.00 26.12 4.22 .041 
















Variable SS df MS F p 
Race 
 
Total Activities 263.97 1.00 263.97 32.23 .000 
Recent Activities 174.34 1.00 174.34 28.08 .000 
Time Spent 4005.72 1.00 4005.72 33.47 .000 
Gender Total Activities 133.29 1.00 133.29 16.28 .000 
Recent Activities 301.53 1.00 301.53 48.57 .000 
Time Spent 5367.07 1.00 5367.07 44.85 .000 
Year in School Total Activities 236.70 1.00 236.70 28.90 .000 
Recent Activities 87.40 1.00 87.40 14.08 .000 
Time Spent 1576.68 1.00 1576.68 13.18 .000 
Living With 
Whom 
Total Activities 2.92 1.00 2.92 .36 .551 
Recent Activities .21 1.00 .21 .03 .854 
Time Spent 14.42 1.00 14.42 .12 .729 
Living Where Total Activities 5.74 1.00 5.74 .70 .403 
Recent Activities 6.14 1.00 6.14 .99 .320 
Time Spent 95.03 1.00 95.03 .79 .373 
Financial 
Dependence 
Total Activities 21.80 1.00 21.80 2.66 .104 
Recent Activities 18.50 1.00 18.50 2.98 .085 












Table G.5. MANCOVA Covariates for Student’s Influence on Participation x Student’s 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Race 
 
Total Activities 144.31 1.00 144.31 20.26 .000 
Recent Activities 95.58 1.00 95.58 17.35 .000 
Time Spent 2755.23 1.00 2755.23 25.47 .000 
Gender Total Activities 143.27 1.00 143.27 20.11 .000 
Recent Activities 297.79 1.00 297.79 54.05 .000 
Time Spent 5102.53 1.00 5102.53 47.17 .000 
Year in School Total Activities 180.24 1.00 180.24 25.30 .000 
Recent Activities 67.72 1.00 67.72 12.29 .001 
Time Spent 1154.24 1.00 1154.24 10.67 .001 
Living With 
Whom 
Total Activities .28 1.00 .28 .04 .844 
Recent Activities .18 1.00 .18 .03 .857 
Time Spent 2.30 1.00 2.30 .02 .884 
Living Where Total Activities .48 1.00 .48 .07 .796 
Recent Activities .93 1.00 .93 .17 .681 
Time Spent 4.37 1.00 4.37 .04 .841 
Financial 
Dependence 
Total Activities 20.23 1.00 20.23 2.84 .093 
Recent Activities 13.57 1.00 13.57 2.46 .117 











Table G.6. MANCOVA Covariates for Parents’ Influence on Participation x Parents’ 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Race 
 
Total Activities 130.77 1.00 130.77 17.73 .000 
Recent Activities 88.12 1.00 88.12 15.72 .000 
Time Spent 2308.57 1.00 2308.57 20.85 .000 
Gender Total Activities 115.05 1.00 115.05 15.60 .000 
Recent Activities 240.07 1.00 240.07 42.82 .000 
Time Spent 3661.94 1.00 3661.94 33.08 .000 
Year in School Total Activities 198.27 1.00 198.27 26.88 .000 
Recent Activities 85.47 1.00 85.47 15.25 .000 
Time Spent 1230.24 1.00 1230.24 11.11 .001 
Living With 
Whom 
Total Activities 4.05 1.00 4.05 .55 .459 
Recent Activities .02 1.00 .02 .00 .949 
Time Spent 20.07 1.00 20.07 .18 .671 
Living Where Total Activities 1.04 1.00 1.04 .14 .707 
Recent Activities 4.94 1.00 4.94 .88 .349 
Time Spent 11.44 1.00 11.44 .10 .748 
Financial 
Dependence 
Total Activities 10.75 1.00 10.75 1.46 .228 
Recent Activities 10.26 1.00 10.26 1.83 .177 











Table G.7. MANCOVA Covariates for Friends’ Influence on Participation x Friends’ 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Race 
 
Total Activities 167.49 1.00 167.49 23.05 .000 
Recent Activities 99.98 1.00 99.98 17.93 .000 
Time Spent 2403.62 1.00 2403.62 22.93 .000 
Gender Total Activities 129.53 1.00 129.53 17.83 .000 
Recent Activities 279.35 1.00 279.35 50.09 .000 
Time Spent 4690.74 1.00 4690.74 44.74 .000 
Year in School Total Activities 207.23 1.00 207.23 28.52 .000 
Recent Activities 70.24 1.00 70.24 12.60 .000 
Time Spent 1118.36 1.00 1118.36 10.67 .001 
Living With 
Whom 
Total Activities 1.90 1.00 1.90 .26 .609 
Recent Activities .00 1.00 .00 .00 .977 
Time Spent .14 1.00 .14 .00 .971 
Living Where Total Activities 7.39 1.00 7.39 1.02 .314 
Recent Activities 5.84 1.00 5.84 1.05 .307 
Time Spent 62.86 1.00 62.86 .60 .439 
Financial 
Dependence 
Total Activities 21.06 1.00 21.06 2.90 .090 
Recent Activities 15.62 1.00 15.62 2.80 .095 
Time Spent 240.26 1.00 240.26 2.29 .131 
 





Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Desire to Change .02 1.00 .02 .00 .951 
Gender  Desire to Change 30.95 1.00 30.95 7.19 .008 
Year in School  Desire to Change 36.29 1.00 36.29 8.43 .004 
Living With 
Whom 
 Desire to Change 2.46 1.00 2.46 .57 .450 
Living Where  Desire to Change 7.44 1.00 7.44 1.73 .190 
Financial 
Dependence 
 Desire to Change .31 1.00 .31 .07 .787 
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Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Desire to Change .48 1.00 .48 .11 .740 
Gender  Desire to Change 30.21 1.00 30.21 7.01 .008 
Year in School  Desire to Change 38.17 1.00 38.17 8.86 .003 
Living With 
Whom 
 Desire to Change 1.91 1.00 1.91 .44 .506 
Living Where  Desire to Change 5.95 1.00 5.95 1.38 .241 
Financial 
Dependence 
 Desire to Change .48 1.00 .48 .11 .739 
 





Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Desire to Change .03 1.00 .03 .01 .930 
Gender  Desire to Change 27.40 1.00 27.40 6.54 .011 
Year in School  Desire to Change 37.49 1.00 37.49 8.95 .003 
Living With 
Whom 
 Desire to Change 3.40 1.00 3.40 .81 .368 
Living Where  Desire to Change 3.68 1.00 3.68 .88 .349 
Financial 
Dependence 













Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Desire to Change .12 1.00 .12 .03 .868 
Gender  Desire to Change 28.23 1.00 28.23 6.54 .011 
Year in School  Desire to Change 31.33 1.00 31.33 7.26 .007 
Living With 
Whom 
 Desire to Change 1.23 1.00 1.23 .29 .594 
Living Where  Desire to Change 9.29 1.00 9.29 2.15 .143 
Financial 
Dependence 
 Desire to Change .15 1.00 .15 .03 .853 
 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Positive Affect 5.44 1.00 5.44 2.90 .090 
Gender Positive Affect 2.83 1.00 2.83 1.51 .220 
Year in School Positive Affect 1.68 1.00 1.68 .90 .345 
Living With 
Whom 
Positive Affect .33 1.00 .33 .17 .676 
Living Where Positive Affect .71 1.00 .71 .38 .540 
Financial 
Dependence 








Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Positive Affect 4.90 1.00 4.90 2.66 .104 
Gender Positive Affect 1.70 1.00 1.70 .93 .337 
Year in School Positive Affect .38 1.00 .38 .20 .652 
Living With 
Whom 
Positive Affect .05 1.00 .05 .03 .863 
Living Where Positive Affect .01 1.00 .01 .00 .958 
Financial 
Dependence 
Positive Affect .77 1.00 .77 .42 .518 
 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Positive Affect 4.52 1.00 4.52 2.43 .120 
Gender Positive Affect 1.64 1.00 1.64 .88 .349 
Year in School Positive Affect .96 1.00 .96 .52 .472 
Living With 
Whom 
Positive Affect .02 1.00 .02 .01 .918 
Living Where Positive Affect .01 1.00 .01 .00 .959 
Financial 
Dependence 
Positive Affect .47 1.00 .47 .25 .616 
 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Positive Affect 7.57 1.00 7.57 4.09 .044 
Gender Positive Affect 1.30 1.00 1.30 .70 .403 
Year in School Positive Affect 2.07 1.00 2.07 1.12 .291 
Living With 
Whom 
Positive Affect .10 1.00 .10 .06 .812 
Living Where Positive Affect .33 1.00 .33 .18 .672 
Financial 
Dependence 
Positive Affect .09 1.00 .09 .05 .829 
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Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Negative Affect .00 1.00 .00 .00 .983 
Gender Negative Affect 6.17 1.00 6.17 2.85 .092 
Year in School Negative Affect 7.84 1.00 7.84 3.63 .058 
Living With 
Whom 
Negative Affect 1.93 1.00 1.93 .89 .346 
Living Where Negative Affect 4.17 1.00 4.17 1.93 .166 
Financial 
Dependence 
Negative Affect .69 1.00 .69 .32 .572 
 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Negative Affect .06 1.00 .06 .03 .866 
Gender Negative Affect 7.41 1.00 7.41 3.36 .067 
Year in School Negative Affect 7.48 1.00 7.48 3.40 .066 
Living With 
Whom 
Negative Affect 1.26 1.00 1.26 .57 .450 
Living Where Negative Affect 3.16 1.00 3.16 1.43 .232 
Financial 
Dependence 








Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Negative Affect .20 1.00 .20 .09 .762 
Gender Negative Affect 7.08 1.00 7.08 3.20 .075 
Year in School Negative Affect 7.87 1.00 7.87 3.55 .060 
Living With 
Whom 
Negative Affect 1.26 1.00 1.26 .57 .450 
Living Where Negative Affect 3.08 1.00 3.08 1.39 .239 
Financial 
Dependence 
Negative Affect .87 1.00 .87 .39 .532 
 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Negative Affect .02 1.00 .02 .01 .927 
Gender Negative Affect 6.03 1.00 6.03 2.72 .100 
Year in School Negative Affect 6.66 1.00 6.66 3.01 .084 
Living With 
Whom 
Negative Affect .85 1.00 .85 .38 .537 
Living Where Negative Affect 4.08 1.00 4.08 1.84 .176 
Financial 
Dependence 




Table G.20. ANCOVA Covariates for Students’ Discrepancy x Student’s Influence on 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Positive Affect 3.76 1.00 3.76 2.17 .14 
Gender Positive Affect .36 1.00 .36 .21 .65 
Year in School Positive Affect .03 1.00 .03 .02 .89 
Living With 
Whom 
Positive Affect .00 1.00 .00 .00 1.00 
Living Where Positive Affect 1.16 1.00 1.16 .67 .41 
Financial 
Dependence 
Positive Affect .09 1.00 .09 .05 .82 
 
Table G.21. ANCOVA Covariates for Parents’ Discrepancy x Student’s Influence on 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Positive Affect .96 1.00 .96 .56 .456 
Gender Positive Affect 2.82 1.00 2.82 1.63 .202 
Year in School Positive Affect .74 1.00 .74 .43 .512 
Living With 
Whom 
Positive Affect 1.15 1.00 1.15 .67 .415 
Living Where Positive Affect .85 1.00 .85 .49 .484 
Financial 
Dependence 




Table G.22. ANCOVA Covariates for Friends’ Discrepancy x Student’s Influence on 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Positive Affect 6.53 1.00 6.53 3.79 .052 
Gender Positive Affect .07 1.00 .07 .04 .842 
Year in School Positive Affect .50 1.00 .50 .29 .591 
Living With 
Whom 
Positive Affect .57 1.00 .57 .33 .567 
Living Where Positive Affect .12 1.00 .12 .07 .790 
Financial 
Dependence 
Positive Affect .01 1.00 .01 .01 .937 
 
Table G.23. ANCOVA Covariates for Student’s Discrepancy x Student’s Influence on 




Variable SS df MS F p 
 Race Negative Affect .07 1.00 .07 .03 .862 
Gender Negative Affect 10.78 1.00 10.78 5.00 .026 
Year in School Negative Affect 7.08 1.00 7.08 3.28 .071 
Living With 
Whom 
Negative Affect .43 1.00 .43 .20 .657 
Living Where Negative Affect .29 1.00 .29 .13 .716 
Financial 
Dependence 




Table G.24. ANCOVA Covariates for Parents’ Discrepancy x Student’s Influence on 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Negative Affect .07 1.00 .07 .03 .859 
Gender Negative Affect 6.19 1.00 6.19 2.87 .091 
Year in School Negative Affect 13.16 1.00 13.16 6.10 .014 
Living With 
Whom 
Negative Affect 1.00 1.00 1.00 .47 .496 
Living Where Negative Affect 3.31 1.00 3.31 1.53 .216 
Financial 
Dependence 
Negative Affect .15 1.00 .15 .07 .789 
 
Table G.25. ANCOVA Covariates for Friends’ Discrepancy x Student’s Influence on 




Variable SS df MS F p 
Race Negative Affect .00 1.00 .00 .00 .977 
Gender Negative Affect 9.45 1.00 9.45 4.34 .038 
Year in School Negative Affect 4.74 1.00 4.74 2.18 .141 
Living With 
Whom 
Negative Affect .39 1.00 .39 .18 .674 
Living Where Negative Affect .86 1.00 .86 .40 .529 
Financial 
Dependence 








Variable SS df MS F p 
Race/Ethnicity Total Activities 227.51 1.00 227.51 32.01 .000 
Recent Activities 147.66 1.00 147.66 26.98 .000 
Time Spent 3554.96 1.00 3554.96 33.99 .000 
Gender Total Activities 209.33 1.00 209.33 29.45 .000 
Recent Activities 388.32 1.00 388.32 70.96 .000 
Time Spent 6766.89 1.00 6766.89 64.71 .000 
Year in School Total Activities 147.61 1.00 147.61 20.76 .000 
Recent Activities 43.04 1.00 43.04 7.86 .005 
Time Spent 588.46 1.00 588.46 5.63 .018 
Living with 
Whom 
Total Activities 6.74 1.00 6.74 .95 .331 
Recent Activities .81 1.00 .81 .15 .701 
Time Spent 45.97 1.00 45.97 .44 .508 
Living Where Total Activities 1.34 1.00 1.34 .19 .665 
Recent Activities 3.38 1.00 3.38 .62 .432 
Time Spent 44.07 1.00 44.07 .42 .517 
Financial 
Dependence 
Total Activities 9.09 1.00 9.09 1.28 .259 
Recent Activities 8.69 1.00 8.69 1.59 .208 









Variable SS df MS F p 
Race 
 
Total Activities 229.77 1.00 229.77 28.42 .000 
Recent Activities 150.22 1.00 150.22 24.48 .000 
Time Spent 3565.60 1.00 3565.60 29.60 .000 
Gender Total Activities 245.03 1.00 245.03 30.31 .000 
Recent Activities 391.48 1.00 391.48 63.79 .000 
Time Spent 6510.74 1.00 6510.74 54.05 .000 
Year in School Total Activities 185.20 1.00 185.20 22.91 .000 
Recent Activities 69.50 1.00 69.50 11.32 .001 
Time Spent 1176.66 1.00 1176.66 9.77 .002 
Living With 
Whom 
Total Activities 2.75 1.00 2.75 .34 .560 
Recent Activities .00 1.00 .00 .00 .990 
Time Spent 13.89 1.00 13.89 .12 .734 
Living Where Total Activities 3.03 1.00 3.03 .37 .541 
Recent Activities 5.22 1.00 5.22 .85 .357 
Time Spent 45.58 1.00 45.58 .38 .539 
Financial 
Dependence 
Total Activities 6.90 1.00 6.90 .85 .356 
Recent Activities 8.12 1.00 8.12 1.32 .251 


















Variable SS df MS F p 
Race 
 
Total Activities 218.59 1.00 218.59 27.15 .000 
Recent Activities 139.80 1.00 139.80 23.51 .000 
Time Spent 3324.86 1.00 3324.86 29.06 .000 
Gender Total Activities 186.16 1.00 186.16 23.12 .000 
Recent Activities 349.28 1.00 349.28 58.73 .000 
Time Spent 6096.91 1.00 6096.91 53.28 .000 
Year in School Total Activities 211.84 1.00 211.84 26.31 .000 
Recent Activities 76.79 1.00 76.79 12.91 .000 
Time Spent 1066.01 1.00 1066.01 9.32 .002 
Living With 
Whom 
Total Activities 2.90 1.00 2.90 .36 .549 
Recent Activities .12 1.00 .12 .02 .888 
Time Spent 17.83 1.00 17.83 .16 .693 
Living Where Total Activities 1.59 1.00 1.59 .20 .657 
Recent Activities 3.28 1.00 3.28 .55 .458 
Time Spent 23.86 1.00 23.86 .21 .648 
Financial 
Dependence 
Total Activities 6.75 1.00 6.75 .84 .360 
Recent Activities 7.37 1.00 7.37 1.24 .266 


















Variable SS df MS F p 
Race 
 
Total Activities 219.66 1.00 219.66 28.71 .000 
Recent Activities 138.11 1.00 138.11 24.39 .000 
Time Spent 3410.98 1.00 3410.98 30.89 .000 
Gender Total Activities 210.00 1.00 210.00 27.45 .000 
Recent Activities 393.83 1.00 393.83 69.54 .000 
Time Spent 6907.13 1.00 6907.13 62.55 .000 
Year in School Total Activities 138.47 1.00 138.47 18.10 .000 
Recent Activities 36.41 1.00 36.41 6.43 .012 
Time Spent 494.94 1.00 494.94 4.48 .035 
Living With 
Whom 
Total Activities 3.83 1.00 3.83 .50 .480 
Recent Activities .32 1.00 .32 .06 .812 
Time Spent 36.27 1.00 36.27 .33 .567 
Living Where Total Activities 1.77 1.00 1.77 .23 .631 
Recent Activities 3.75 1.00 3.75 .66 .416 
Time Spent 27.77 1.00 27.77 .25 .616 
Financial 
Dependence 
Total Activities 7.95 1.00 7.95 1.04 .309 
Recent Activities 7.13 1.00 7.13 1.26 .263 
Time Spent 170.74 1.00 170.74 1.55 .214 
 
  
